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The following-named passed assistant dental surgeons to
be dental surgeons in the Navy, with the rank of lieutenant
commander, to rank from the 30th day of June 1937:

Waldsworth C. C. Troja- Sidney P. Vail
kowzki Theodore DeW. Allan

George H. Rice

The following-named assistant dental surgeons to be
passed assistant dental surgeons in the Navy, with the rank
of lieutenant, to rank from the date stated opposite their
names:

George N, Crosland, June 3, 1937.

Victor A. LeClair, June 3, 1937.

Robert W. Wheelock, June 3, 1937.

James H. Connelly, June 3, 1937.

Merritt J. Crawford, June 30, 1937.

Adolph W. Borsum, June 30, 1937.

William D. Bryan, June 30, 1937.

Paul M. Carbiener, June 30, 1937.

Claude E. Adkins, June 30, 1937.

Richard H. Barrett, Jr., June 30, 1937.

The following-named acting chaplains to be chaplains in
the Navy, with the rank of lieutenant, to rank from the
date stated opposite their names:

Thomas J. Knox, June 3, 1937.

Paul G. Linaweaver, June 30, 1937,

Roy R. Marken, June 30, 1937.

Frederick W, Meehling, June 30, 1937.

Naval Constructor William G. Du Bose to be a naval con-
structor in the Navy, with the rank of rear admiral, fo rank
from the 1st day of August 1937.

Lt. Isaac S. K. Reeves, Jr., o be a lieutenant in the Navy,
to rank from the 24th day of March 1936, to correct the
date of rank as previously nominated and confirmed.

MARINE CORPS

Francis F. Griffiths, a citizen of the State of New York, fo
be a second lieutenant in the Marine Corps, revocable for 2
years, from the 1st day of July 1937.

CONFIRMATIONS
Ezecutive nominations confirmed by the Senate August 5
(legislative day of July 22), 1937

ENvoys EXTRAORDINARY AND MINISTERS PLENIPOTENTIARY

Robert Frazer to be Envoy Extraordinary and Minister
Plenipotentiary of the United States of America to El Sal-
vador.

Frederick A. Sf.erling to be Envoy Extraordinary and Min-
ister Plenipotentiary of the United States of America to
Estonia and Latvia.

Frank P, Corrigan to be Envoy Extraordinary and Minister
Plenipotentiary of the United States of America fo Panama.

Arthur Bliss Lane to be Envoy Extraordinary and Minister
Plenipotentiary of the United States of America to Yugo-
slavia.

DiprLoMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE

George D. Hopper to be a consul general of the United

States of America.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
THURSDAY, AUGUST 5, 1937

The House met at 12 o’clock noon,

The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D.,
offered the following prayer:

Bow down Thine ear and hear us, O Lord. Thou art good
and ready to forgive and plenteous in mercy unto all them
that call upon Thee. Turn unto us and impart Thy wis-
dom unto Thy servants; pardon our sins and give grace
and tranquillity born of trust. Heavenly Father, life is so
real and so full of purpose that we pray Thee to root and
ground us in the precious realities of faith and character.
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Let us be reminded of the divine sovereignty and not forget
that eternity has been sef in our hearts. O come, Almighty
God, speak peace to the nations and dominate the stormy
waters; O sit on the water floods and overrule them, we pray
Thee. Preserve the health and strength of our President,
our Speaker, the Members, and all others associated with
this historic Chamber. Through Christ, our Savior. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read
and approved.
MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate, by Mr, Frazier, its legislative
clerk, announced that the Senate disagrees to the amend-
ments of the House to the bill (S. 1640) entitled “An act for
the relief of Harry Bryan and Alda Duffield Mullins, and
others”, requests a conference with the House on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses thereon, and appoints Mr,
SCHWELLENBACH, Mr. Logan, and Mr, Carper to be the con-
ferees on the parf of the Senate.

The message also announced that the Senate agrees to
the amendments of the House to bills and & joint resolution
of the Senate of the following titles:

S.191. An act for the relief of Orson Thomas;

S.449. An act for the relief of the estate of Charles Pratt;

S.792. An act for the relief of Margaret Larson, a minor;

S.893. An act conferring jurisdiction upon the Court of
Claims of the United States to hear, determine, and render
judgment upon the claims of Jack Wade, Perry Shilton,
Louie Hess, Owen Busch, and William W. McGregor;

S.972. An act for the relief of Ethel Smith McDaniel;

S.1401. An act for the relief of Willard Collins;

S.1453. An act for the relief of Maude P. Gresham and
Agnes M. Driscoll; and

S.J.Res. 171. Joint resolution relating to the employment
of personnel and expenditures made by the Charles Carroll
of Carrollton Bicentenary Commission.

The message also announced that the Senate disagrees to
the amendment of the House to the bill (S. 1637) entitled
“An act for the relief of Mrs. Charles T. Warner”, requests
a conference with the House on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses thereon, and appoints Mr. LocAN, Mr. BrAck, and
Mr, Carper to be the conferees on the part of the Senate.

CONSERVATOR IN BANKRUPICY

Mr. SABATH, from the Commitiee on Rules, submitted
the following report (Rept. No. 1442) to accompany House
Resolution 300, which was referred to the House Calendar
and ordered printed.

House Resolution 300

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this resolution it shall be
in order to move that the House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the state of the Union for the considera~
tion of H. R. 6963, a bill to amend an act entitled “An act to
establish a uniform system of bankruptcy throughout the United
States”, approved July 1, 1898, and acts amendatory thereof and
supplementary thereto. That after general debate, which shall
be confined to the bill and continue not to exceed 2 hours, to
be equally divided and controlled by the chairman and
minority member of the Committee on the Judiciary, the biil
shall be read for amendment under the 5-minute rule, At the
conclusion of the reading of the bill for amendment, the com-
mittee shall rise and report the same to the House with such
amendments as may have been adopted, and the previous question
shall b2 considered as ordered on the bill and amendments there=-
to to final passage without intervening motion except one mo=-
tion to recommit, with or without instructions.

REVISION OF NATIONAL BANKRUPTCY ACT

Mr. GREENWOOD, from the Committee on Rules, sub-
mitted the following report (No. 1444) to accompany House
Resolution 301, which was referred to the House Calendar
and ordered printed:

House Resolution 301

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this resclution it shall be
in order to move that the House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the state of the Union for the considera=
tion of H. R. 8046, a bill to amend an act entitled “An act to
establish a uniform system of bankruptcy throughout the United
States”. avproved Julv 1. 1898. and acts amendatory thereof and




8300 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

supplementary thereto; and to repeal section 76 thereof and all
acts and parts of acts inconsistent therewith. That after general
debate, which shall be confined to the bill and continue not to
exceed 2 hours, to be equally divided and controlled by the chair-
man and ranking minority member of the Committee on the
Judiciary, the bill shall be read for amendment under the 5-minute
rule. At the conclusion of the reading of the bill for amendment,
the Committee shall rise and report the same to the House with
such amendments as may have been adopted, and the previous
question shall be considered as ordered on the bill and amend-
ments thereto to final passage without intervening motion, ex-
cept one motion to recommit, with or without instructions.

INVESTIGATION OF VARIOUS PRACTICES IN THE INFERIOR COURTS

Mr. DRIVER, by direction of the Committee on Rules,
presented the following report (No. 1443) to accompany
House Resolution 287, which was referred to the House
Calendar and ordered printed:

House Resolution 287

Resolved, That the Committee on the Judiciary, as a whole or
by subcommittee, is authorized and directed to Investigate the
organization and operation of, and the administration of justice
in, the courts of the United States inferior to the Supreme Court;
the jurisdiction, both as to territory and subject matter; the
procedure; rules of practice; and costs.

The committee shall report to the House during the present
Congress the results of its investigation, together with such recom-
mendations for legislation as it may deem advisable.

For the purposes of this resolution, the committee or any sub-
committee thereof is authorized (1) to sit and act during the
present Congress, at such times and places within the United
States as it may deem necessary, whether or not the House is
gitting, has recessed, or has adjourned; (2) to hold such hearings,
to require the attendance of such witnesses, and the production
of such books, papers, and documents, and to take such testi-
mony as it may deem necessary; (3) to issue subpenas under the
signature of the chairman of the committee, or any member desig-
nated by him which shall be served by any person designated
by such chairman or member; and (4) to administer oaths to the
witnesses, respectively, by the chalrman or any member of any
committee acting hereunder.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA—DIPLOMATIC PROPERTY

Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to file a
minority report from the Committee on Foreign Affairs on
House Joint Resolution 473, to regulate the use of public
streets and sidewalks within the District of Columbia adja-
cent to property owned or occupied by foreign governments
for diplomatic purposes.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. LARRABEE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to extend my own remarks in the REcorp and to include
therein a statement from Mr, Patterson, of Baltimore, Md.,
on the status of correctional education in the United States.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Indiana?

There was no objection.

SUGAR BILL OF 1937

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr, Speaker, I call up House Resolu-
tion 297.
The Clerk read as follows:

House Resolution 207

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this resolution it shall be
in order to move that the House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the state of the Union for the considera-
tion of H. R. 7667, a bill to regulate commerce among the several
States, with the Territories and possessions of the United States,
and with foreign countries; to protect the welfare of consumers of
sugars and of those engaged in the domestic sugar-producing indus-
try; to promote the export trade of the United States; to raise
revenue; and for other purposes. That after general debate, which
shall be confined to the bill and continue not to exceed 4 hours, to
be equally divided and controlled by the chairman and
minority member of the Committee on Agriculture, the bill shall
be read for amendment under the 5-minute rule. At the conclu-
gion of the reading of the bill for amendment, the Committee shall
rise and report the same to the House with such amendments as
may have been adopted, and the previous question shall be con-
sidered as ordered on the bill and amendments thereto to final pas-
sage without intervening motion except one motion to recommit,
with or without instructions.

COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS
Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield to
permit me to submit a unanimous-consent request?

AuGust 5

Mr. GREENWOOD. 1 yield.

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that the Committee on Ways and Means may be permitted to
sit during the sessions of the House for the remainder of this
session.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from North Carolina asks
unanimous consent that the Committee on Ways and Means
may be permitted to sit during the sessions of the House
during the remainder of the session. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr., FISH. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman from Indiana yield to
permit the gentleman from New York to submit a parlia-
mentary inquiry?

Mr. GREENWOOD. I yield.

Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, when permission is given to a
committee to sit during the sessions of the House, does that
give any rights to any of the members of that committee
on roll calls?

The SPEAKER. Absolutely none.

Mr. FISH. Not even on quorum roll calls?

The SPEAKER. It does not. On all quorum roll calls
all Members who desire to be recorded must appear and
vote on the roll call.

SUGAR BILL OF 1937

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30 minutes to
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Mares].

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Indiana is recog-
nized for 30 minutes and the gentleman from Michigan is
recognized for 30 minutes.

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Speaker, this resolution, No. 297,
from the Committee on Rules, will make in order the con-
sideration of the so-called sugar bill. It is an open rule
providing for 4 hours of general debate, for amendment and
discussion under the 5-minufe rule. I am presenting this
rule this morning, Mr. Speaker, because of the illness of
my colleague, the chairman of the committee, the gentleman
from New York [Mr. O'Connor], whose throat is seriously
affected.

Mr. Speaker, I shall not attempt to discuss the legislation
which has been so ably considered by the Committee on
Agriculture. Those who desire information about the bill
should direct their questions to the chairman of that com-
mittee, the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Jowesl. I think
this is important legislation and is necessary, because the
legislation dealing with sugar production and refining expires
this year. In order to reach an adjustment between the
various interests in this field, continental and insular inter-
ests, the committee has worked diligently. I feel sure that
the rule will be adopted.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. MAPES. Mr. Speaker, I shall take just enough of the
time assigned to this side to say that I am in favor of this
rule and of the legislation which it makes in order. The
sugar-beet industry of Michigan is supporting this legisla-
tion. There is one sugar-beet factory in the district which
I represent, and a considerable number of farmers in the
district raise sugar beets. I believe this legislation is in
their interest as well as in the interest of the public generally
and I am, therefore, glad to support it.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. TrReaDWAY].

Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Speaker, I am very glad to sup-
port both the rule and the bill which the rule makes in
order. I am particularly pleased to find that finally we
have reached the stage where we seem to be doing what we
can on behalf of an industry in our own country.

I have objected in times past to quotas being allotted to
various countries for sundry kinds of property or goods com-
ing into this country, and I believe I have spoken previously
in regard to the treatment of the sugar industry in the
United States and the manner in which it has been op-
pressed to a very large extent by the administration in favor
of Cuba. As I understand the measure before us today,
and I have not studied it in detail, it will permit a better
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chance for the sugar refineries being able to take the raw
sugar and refining it here.

The gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Mares] has referred
to the growing of sugar beets in his State. We in Massachu-
setts and New England, of course, do not raise either the
cane or the sugar beet, but we have a refinery in the Com-
monwealth of Massachusetts, not in my district, which em-
ploys several hundred hands. I have never understood why
other countries should be favored by a guota that would
prevent the refining of that sugar in our home section;
therefore I want to congratulate the Committee on Agricul-
ture for what they have endeavored to do on behalf of an
industry within our own boundaries.

There are a number of refineries scattered throughout the
country and I am sure I am voicing the sentiment of the
employees of those factories when I say we are heartily in
favor of the opportunity this bill will give to show some
slight favor for the sugar-refining industry of the United
States.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the remainder of my time.

Mr, GREENWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to
the gentleman from New York [Mr. LANZETTA].

Mr. LANZETTA. Mr. Speaker, I am opposed to bill H. R.
7667 because it discriminates against American citizens who
reside in Puerto Rico. This bill, which is agricultural in
scope, tends to legislate on a purely industrial problem, and
in doing so sets up trade barriers against the American
Territory of Puerto Rico. i

During the second session of the Seventy-third Congress
chaos reigned in the sugar-producing industry. Because
of this condition which was bringing wreck and ruin to
many American producers, emergency legislation was pro-
posed which would control production and thus stabilize
the industry. When this legislation was first considered, it
was the intention of its sponsors to apply it exclusively to
the production of sugar beets and sugarcane, and in no
way to include the manufacturing phase of the industry.
However, when the bill was finally reported by the Com-
mittee on Agriculture it not only discriminated against
Puerto Rico and Hawaii insofar as raw cane sugar was con-
cerned but it also set a limitation on the amount of refined
sugar which these areas could manufacture.

Mr. Speaker, I opposed that bill for the same reason that
I am now opposing bill H. R. 7667. I contended at that
time, as I do now, that no legislation should be passed by
Congress which discriminates against any American citi-
zen. While my opposition to that bill was unrelenting, I
received in defeat some degree of satisfaction by the assur-
rance that that bill (Jones-Costigan Act) was only a tem-
porary measure and that upon the enactment of permanent
legislation the discriminations which I complained of would
be removed.

We are now considering permanent sugar legislation,
and I find that it still has some of the objectionable fea-
tures which I complained of in the Jones-Costigan measure.
I shall oppose this legislation just as strenuously because
I cannot and will not sit idly by and see American citizens
who reside in Puerto Rico discriminated against as they are
in this bill.

Mr. Speaker, on March 2, 1917, the Congress of the United
States gave to the people of Puerfo Rico American citizen-
ship without any qualification or restriction whatsoever.
They were told at that time that they were 100-percent
American citizens as long as they upheld the Constitution
of the United States, obeyed the laws of our land, and dis-
charged all the duties of American citizenship, Notwith-
standing the fact that they have lived up to all the re-
quirements of citizenship, Congress is being asked today, 20
years later, to enact into law a bill which debases the very
American citizenship which was given to them so cheerfully
and ungrudgingly.

There are two phases to this bill—one agricultural, wherein
raw sugar quotas are allotted to the various producing areas
in the United States and some foreign countries, and the
other industrial, wherein limitations are put upon Hawaii,
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Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands as to the amount of
direct consumption or refined sugar which they can produce.

Puerto Rico has no quarrel whatsoever with the quota
which it is given under this bill insofar as raw cane sugar is
concerned. As American citizens they are more than willing
to assume the same burdens which are being imposed on every
other American citizen. It is with respect to direct con-
sumption or refined sugar that the American citizens of
Puerto Rico complain. They feel, and justly so, that in
being limited as to the amount of direct consumption or
refined sugar which they can produce that they are being
discriminated against inasmuch as no such restriction is
placed upon the American citizens who reside in continental
United States. They contend that if no limitation is placed
in this bill on the direct consumption or refined sugar manu-
factured in continental United States, that there should be
no restriction placed on the manufacture of direct con-
sumption or refined sugar in Puerto Rico. There can be
no doubt but what this unwarranted limitation on the
American citizens of Puerto Rico is purely and simply a
discrimination against American citizens who reside in that
island.

While on this point I wish to quote from a letter sent
by the Honorable James Roosevelt to the leaders of the
House of Representatives on July 10, 1937, wherein he stated:

None of the most nationalistic Republican administrations ever
acceded to the demands of any group for the erection of trade
barriers against the Territories of the United States. It is also im-
portant to note that the demand of the cane refiners for a trade
barrier against refining operations in the domestic insular areas
might prove to be the entering wedge for other groups to seek
similar trade barriers against Hawaii, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin
Islands.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I yield the gentleman
3 additional minutes.

Mr. LANZETTA. Mr. Speaker, the discriminations in this
bill against the American citizens who reside in Puerto Rico
are only the beginning of what may follow. There have
been strong rumors on Capitol Hill that at the beginning
of the next session of Congress the distillers of continental
United States will come here to ask for legislation restrict-
ing the production of rum, not only in Puerto Rico, but also
in Hawaii and the Virgin Islands. Rum, as we all know, isa
by-product of raw sugar. If we now restrict the manufacture
of direct consumption or refined sugar, the distillers may well
feel that they too are entitled to a restriction upon the man-
ufacture of rum. Again, if we set this dangerous precedent,.
is it not possible that tomorrow a bill controlling the produc-
tion of tobacco might contain a similar provision restricting
Puerto Rico as to the amount of cigars, cigarettes, and smok-
ing tobacco it may manufacture and send to the United
States? What if a cattle-control bill were to be introduced
in Congress? Would it not be possible, in the face of this
dangerous precedent, to again restrict Puerto Rico as to the
amount of cheese and other dairy products it may manu-
facture and ship to the United States?

Mr. Speaker, there can be no question but what this sort
of discrimination against American citizens in offshore areas
may go on ad infinitum. It is for these reasons that this
bill should not pass unless the limitations as to the amount
of direct consumption or refined sugar which Puerto Rico
may ship into the United States are removed. There is no
question about the American citizens of Puerto Rico having
discharged all of the duties of citizenship. That being so,
why should they be discriminated against?

As far as I know, there is nothing in the Constitution of
the United States which says that there are two kinds of
citizenship—one for continental United States and one for
those who reside in the offshore areas. Since there is no
distinction in American citizenship, why should the citizens
who reside in Puerto Rico be asked to bear greater burdens
than the citizens who reside in continental United States?

There can be but one standard of citizenship in this
great democracy of ours. If today you debase the American
citizenship of those citizens who reside in Puerto Rico you
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will be setting up a double standard of citizenship, which in
the future may again be invoked not only against the Ameri-
can citizens who reside in the island, but also against the
American citizens of Puerto Rican extraction who reside in
the United States.

Mr, Speaker, there can be no reason whatsoever either
economically, politically, or otherwise for discriminating
against American citizens who reside in Puerto Rico, and
unless I am given assurances that the discriminations which
I am complaining of will be removed from the bill I shall
oppose not only the bill but also the rule. [Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. ELERERG].

Mr. KLEBERG. Mr. Speaker, I have asked for this short
time in order to call your attention to what I conceive to be
a complete misconception in the mind of the gentleman
from New York [Mr, LanzerTA]l who has just preceded me in
regard to the actual facts and actual results of this piece of
legislation.

First of all, the gentleman attempts, due to his conception
of this bill, to consider the bill not as an agricultural bill
alone, but as having a second part to it, separate from the
agricultural phase, to which he referred as the industrial
part, May I call attention to the fact that instead of there
being discrimination in this bill, the Members of the House,
if they will read the objectives and purposes set out at the
beginning of the bill, will find that it proposes to promote the
welfare of the domestic sugar industry. The producers in
Hawaii, Puerto Rico, and the other States in the Union in-
habited by American citizens are all classed as American
producers. The American market for sugar is not to be
found here in continental United States alone, but is to be
found in the refining areas in Hawaii and Puerto Rico.

If we are to effect anything in promotion of the general
welfare of this great industry vital to our Nation, we must
first of all recognize that the market for the sugar producer
is the sugar refiner. Do not forget this, because we humans
do not consume raw sugar, we consume sugar after it is
processed and refined. For my part, Mr. Speaker, I have
no sugar producers in my district and I have no refiners in
my district, but I yield to no man in my determination not
to depart from the fundamental prineiples which rise in the
first instance from the first law of nature—self-preservation.

Mr. LANZETTA. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. KLEBERG. I cannot yield, my time is too short.

The situation which presents itself to this House is one
which involves the adoption of a rule that has for its pur-
pose the protection of a great market to which the producers
of raw sugar in the various States and the insular posses-
sions send their products. Under the terms of this bill,
which has received most deliberate consideration by a legis-
lative committee of the House, all of the States and insular
possessions come in for certain concessions having to do with
reductions in their raw-sugar production. We then come
to the phase which the gentleman seeks to describe as not
being in the interest of the agricultural producer. The
gentleman states that we are discriminating against Hawaii
because we are merely putting back into the bill the original
principle subscribed to by this administration and the legis-
lative branch of the Government in the Jones-Costigan Act,
the purpose being not only to provide a continuing good
market for the producers but to provide a fair market to
which American consumers may go to obtain their supplies.
I think that without question under the operation of the
Jones-Costigan Act and under this bill American consumers
will continue to have a fair market and a low price for that
inestimably important household and food commodity known
as sugar.

The attempt to bring sectionalism into this bill and the
suggestions made by my distinguished friend, the gentleman
from New York, smack more strongly of discrimination. I
grant that our approach fo this question is one which is
based upon a desperate effort following the great depres-
sion to keep the American sugar industry intact in its in-
severable present status, To permit other than that would
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require going back into past conditions which brought the
continental American refiners down to below 65 percent of
their potential capacity to melt and refine sugar which they
now enjoy.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr, Speaker, I make the point of order
a quorum is not present,

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Furrer). The Chair
will count. [After counting.] One hundred and seventy
Members are present, not a quorum.

HMr. GREENWOOD, Mr. Speaker, I move a call of the
ouse.

A call of the House was ordered.

The Clerk called the roll, and the following Members
failed to answer to their names:

[Roll No. 135]
Binderup Drewry, Va. Kloeb Rabaut
Boyer Eaton Lambeth Schneider, Wis.
Buckley, N. Y, Ellenbogen Lamneck
Bulwinkle Farley Lewis, Md Simpson
Cannon, Wis Luckey, Nebr. Sirovich
Celler Flannagan McClellan Bmith, Maine
Chapman Ford, Calif, McFarlane Smith, Va.
Citron Fries, IIl. McGranery Smith, W. Va.
Cole, N. Y, Fulmer McGroarty Bnell
Cooper Gasque McLean Starnes
Creal Gavagan Maas Stefan
Crosby Glichrist Magnuson Sullivan
Crowe Gray, Ind. Mitchell, Il Sutphin
Crowther Gregory Mott Taylor, Colo.
Curley Hancock, N. C Murdock, Ariz,  Taylor, Tenn,
Dempsey Harter 'Connor, Mont. Treadway
Dingell , Hill, Ala. Peyser Vincent, B. M.
Ditter Jenks, N.H Pleifer Weaver
Douglas Johnson, Okla. Plumley
Doxey Eennedy, Md. Quinn

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. FuLLEr), Three hun-
dred and fifty-four Members have answered to their names,
& quorum.

On motion of Mr. GReENwooD, further proceedings under
the call were dispensed with.

Mr. MAPES. Mr, Speaker, I yield 10 minutes to the
Delegate from Hawail [Mr. Kingl.

Mr. KING. Mr. Speaker, this resolution brings before the
House the long-awaited sugar legislation, which has been
under consideration by the Committee on Agriculture in one
form or another since March 15 of this year.

I am sorry that the controversy over different features of
the proposed legislation has engendered so much heat as to
lead several proponents of the special interests involved to
attack Hawaili on matters not germane to the legislation
itself, and even on occasion to attack me personally, I
have not attacked any other interest or community, nor do I
propose to do so, but I shall later reply to the unjust attacks
on Hawaii.

I am sure the Members of the House realize that I have
the same responsibility to the district I represent here in
Congress and the people living in that district that they
themselves have to their respective districts. There would
be no justification for my being here unless I were prepared
to fight for the rights of my people. Perhaps every Mem-
ber owes a primary obligation to the Nation as a whole and
a secondary one to his own district; or some may feel it is
vice versa. But certainly the Members understand that as a
Delegate from a Territory, a voteless voice in this great
body, I am primarily the spokesman for Hawaii and its
people; and I am dependent upon the sense of national
obligation of the membership of this House to secure justice
for Hawaii.

I have consistenfly fought for the principle of equal treat-
ment for Hawaii, as an integral and inseparable part of the
United States. No other issue is involved. This bill does
not provide for that equality of treatment in one of its pro-
visions, that places upon Hawaii a special restriction as to
refined sugar, which is not put upon the sugar-producing
areas of the mainland. I understand the chairman of the
Committee on Agriculture will propose an amendment that
will remove this feature of the bill, and I hope this amend-
ment will be accepted by the House.

‘The issue {ranscends the pending legislation. If a con-
stituent part of the United States, over which the American
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flag flies, in which American industry has its being and
American citizens live and earn their livelihood, can be
legislated against in favor of another section, simply because
it happens to be a Territory and geographically separated
from the North American Continent, then indeed are the
guaranties of the Constitution denied, the promises of Amer-
ican democracy repudiated, the monopoly of industrial proc-
esses mainfained, and a policy of colonial exploitation sub-
stituted for that of equal justice under law that has been
America’s proud boast.

No such legislation was proposed to prevent the South from
manufacturing its own cotton, nor to restrict the refining of
oil in Texas in favor of other long-established oil refineries;
nor would this Congress tolerate the proposed legislation if
Hawaii were carved out of the mainland instead of being
some 2,000 miles offshore. Every American should be thank-
ful that Hawaii does stand in the Pacific, the western out-
post of this great Nation, and find in that insularity an occa-
sion for gratitude that Hawaii is under the American flag,
and not an excuse to consider its people as something less
than Americans, to be treated differently from those who, by
choice or accident, live on the mainland.

I have addressed the House before on the historical back-
ground of the annexation of Hawaii to the United States;
how the people of Hawaii, after a hundred years as an inde-
pendent nation, gave themselves and their country, a free
and a priceless gift, to this Nation; of the implications of the
negotiations leading up to annexation; and of the language
of the joint resolution which consummated annexation.
These implications were in part carried out by the incor-
poration of Hawaii as a Territory at a time when there were
several other Territories on the mainland.

Mr. COLDEN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, KING. Yes.

Mr, COLDEN. I would like to have some information on a
point about which there has been considerable controversy.
What is the scale of wages paid in the sugar refineries of
Hawaii as compared with similar plants in the United States
proper?

Mr. KING. May I say to the gentleman from California
that the details of that subject I expect to take up in the
discussion of the bill itself. I am addressing myself in this
limited time to the general principles of my stand with re-
spect to Hawaii as a part of the United States.

Mr, HEALEY, Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield for
a brief question?

Mr. KING. For a question; yes.

Mr, HEALEY. The provisions of the wage and hour bill
do not apply to Hawaii?

Mr, KING. They do apply to Hawalii, I beg to correct the
gentleman. I saw to that; and when the original bill was
introduced, leaving out Hawaii, I wrote to the chairman of
the committee and had Hawaii included, and the new draft
of the bill includes Hawaii in all its provisions. I may also
say to the gentleman that the National Labor Relations Act
also applies to Hawaii. We have had recently an investiga-
tion of a stevedore strike made by an agent of the N. L. R. B.

I will now continue with the general argument I am
trying to make.

Since annexation we have shared in all the burdens and
responsibilities of American institutions, accepted the obli-
gations of our proud estate as a part of the United States,
and enjoyed the benefits that this great country confers upon
its people. We have lived up to the letter and the spirit of
our contract of annexation. We pay all the taxes and tariffs
that Congress levies. The immigration laws, the labor laws,
and the coastwise-navigation laws apply with equal effect in
Hawaii as on the mainland. We have in the past and
continue in the present to take not our part but a dispro-
portionate part in the military service of the United States.
In other words, we are a loyal and a patriotic community
under the flag.

We have prospered as a part of the United States. We
have sold our commodities in the American market as right-
fully as do the citizens of Colorado or of Louisiana, We buy
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in the American market to the same extent as our fellow
citizens of all the States. From the profits of our industry
we maintain our local governments virtually without subsidy
from the Federal Government, and pay into the Federal
Treasury sums greatly in excess of those paid by many
States. All this I have said before, and only repeat these
pertinent facts so the matter may be fresh in the minds
of the Members when the amendment that will grant us the
right, to which we are entitled, to be treated exactly as any
other part of the United States is treated comes up for their
action.

We are as a territory governed by Congress to a greater
degree than a State. If there be anything in local conditions
that do not meet with the approval of Congress, then this
body has both the responsibility and the authority to correct
such conditions. First-hand testimony of authoritative char-
acter from both executive and legislative sources exists that
refutes the propaganda of selfish interests and the vague
statements and untrue charges of persons who have never
been to Hawaii that there are such conditions. But whatever
change may be considered to be required cannot serve as a
justification for adopting toward Hawaii and its citizens a
different, a special law for the control of its economic
development.

Existing sugar legislation is an extension of an emergency
measure. Its provisions should not be used as a precedent for
permanent long-range legislation. Yet it is so used; and in
the effort to rationalize a discrimination against Hawaii great
stress is laid on the fact that such discrimination does in fact
now exist. How much greater is there the need for me to pro-
test, as my predecessor protested the present law, the estab-
lishment of another precedent, to be again used to the detri-
ment of Hawaii at some later date, and perhaps against
another of our industries.

I ask this body to remember the fundamentals of our
democracy, to think back to the time when this very type of
colonial exploitation was practiced against America by Great
Britain, and to accord Hawali and the American citizens of
that Territory, in equity and fairness, the right that should
be open to every American to pursue their economic develop-
ment within the allotted quota without a restriction that
legalizes an existing industrial monopoly. [Applause.]

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. SHANNON].

Mr. SHANNON. Mr. Speaker, my purpose in addressing
the House at this time is to make a few observations on two
speeches delivered here Tuesday.

One was by the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. CoLLINS]
in support of a bill providing for the establishment of five
subsidiary national libraries and the other was by the gentle-
man from New York [Mr. Fisal with reference to the main-
tenance of American armed forces in China.

The gentleman from Mississippi made a splendid speech,
in the course of which he referred to the destruction of great
libraries in the past by hostile invasion, civil war, and other
causes, He mentioned specifically the damage suffered by
the Library of Congress during the War of 1812. But he
failed fo say anything about who was responsible for that
act of vandalism.

Lest we forget, George III sat on the throne of England
during the War of 1812. English supremacy over the waters
of the world was the issue then. And England, a mere dof
on the earth’s surface, controls the seas today. George I was
the ruler of England from 1714 to 1727; George IT from 1727
to 1760; George III from 1760 to 1820, covering the periods
of both the American Revolution and the War of 1812;
George IV from 1820 to 1830; George V from 1910 to 1936;
and now there is sitting on the English throne another
George, the Sixth.

The gentleman from New York urged the withdrawal of
our armed forces in China, lest it lead us into war. Why
restrict ourselves to China? I say we should also withdraw
from other countries. Many of our ancestors came to Amer-
ica to get away from warfare, turmoil, and bloodshed. Their
descendants should not be catapulted into the very mael-
strom of hell they abandoned.
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It is reported in the press that Mr. Bernard Baruch is un-
officially representing the United States in negotiations for
the settlement of the British World War debf, and we are
informed that already Lord “Kiljoy” and many others of the
titled gentry have dined and wined Mr. Baruch. That is an
ancient practice of old Albion, namely, to fill the belly and
dull the head, and it is used on all softy representatives of
visiting nations, ranging from Ambassadors Extraordinary
and Ministers Plenipotentiary clear down to unofficial rep-
resentatives such as was Col. E. M. House.

Mr. Baruch should realize that this country does not want
her pound of flesh. England and other countries got theirs
from the nations defeated in the World War. America got
nothing, unless it was the honor of trying to “make the world
safe for democracy.”

What America wants is the return of the billions of gold
dollars, belonging to her citizens, that she let England have to
put her on her feet when she was in dire distress. America
needs the money. America should have the money. And
by all the rules of decency, the entire debt should be paid.

The merest novice in American political history knows
that President Wilson made a disastrous mistake when he
went to Europe in the winter and spring of 1918-19 and
fell into the hands of European diplomats. He would have
been far more powerful had he negotiated from Washing-
ton instead of from Versailles. No special representative
of this country, official or unofficial, should be sent abroad
to deal with defaulting foreign nations. All dealings should
be had from here, and every American citizen should know
in advance exactly what is going on.

Now, as an old-time bill collector, I believe I am qualified
to make a few suggestions that might be of service to our
friend Barney. In the first place, I see no great need for
so much politeness and diplomacy in trying fo collect a bad
debt. When it comes to the art of diplomacy, England pro-
duces diplomats par excellence.

If England had engaged in a game of African golf and
had thrown a snake eye or a boxcar and then refused to
settle up, she would have been forever barred from all other
respectable crap games. Or, even in the great American
game of poker, if England had welshed, she would not have
been admitted to future games.

Just a few days ago a member of the New York Stock
Exchange was expelled, charged with stock manipulation,
Yet England, who has been manipulating and conniving all
these years to defraud America of a just debt, is still accepted
in polite governmental society.

I say that Barney should have taken along with him
as an aide a hard-boiled constable, to seize any loose
property in England, such as the royal jewels. Or, better
yet, let him call upon Sheriff Peter McGuinness, of Kings
County, N. Y., and have him summon a posse comitatus to
seize the Queen Mary the next time she docks at Brooklyn.
That ship was built with money rightfully belonging to the
American people, and although she is now being used as a
public carrier, she is designed and intended to be used for
war purposes whenever the exigency arises. And the same
thing should be done as to the Normandie of France, and
the ships of all other dead-beat nations who have run out on
their honor debts to America.

Let us not be led astray by English cunning. The dole to
be offered us at this time is merely to quiet America’s hos-
tility due to England’s welshing. America should be paid
in full; but she should accept no terms that might possibly
lead to a European alliance of any kind. Even should we
lose every cent of the money owed us, if by so doing this
country will be kept out of the conflicts in Europe, it will have
been a splendid investment.

America’s slogan should be, “Not one American boy for
foreign war trenches.” And this notwithstanding the
sentiments of the Anglo-aping, knee-breeches, gold-garter,
and monocle-wearing American jackasses who flit back and

~ forth between dear old London and uncultured America. All
dealings with foreign nations should be brought out into the
open. There must be no passing of air between the sheets,
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Let the American people see and hear all that is transpiring
behind the governmental scenes and, as Thomas Jefferson
so truly said, “They may safely be trusted to hear everything
true and false, and to form a correct judgment between
them.” [Applause.]

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Hoox].

Mr. HOOK. Mr. Speaker, it is rather unfortunate that
the situation should arise when charges of discrimination are
made against any Terrifory or any State. It is my conten-
tion, and I believe the contention of those who are inter-
ested in this sugar legislation, that there is no discrimination
against Hawaii or Puerto Rico. If there is any discrimina-
tion, it is discrimination against the industry in the United
States. We produce only about 25 percent of our consump-
tion, and the islanders are trading in the American market.
If Hawaii and Puerto Rico were to sell their sugar on the
world market, they would receive about $100,000,000 less
than they get from the American market. Is that discrim-
ination? Let me give you an illustration of discrimination
against American citizens in Hawaii—discrimination on the
part of Hawali, if you please, against American citizens, I
refer, gentlemen, to H. R. 1995, introduced, I believe, by
the Delegate from Hawaii [Mr. Emg] where they want a
national park in Hawaii. Let me read to you what dis-
crimination really is.

This bill introduced by the Delegate from Hawaii pro-
vides in part as follows:

Provided further, That occupants of homesites in this national
park shall reside on the land not less than 6 months in any ona
year: Provided further, That in construction projects within the

area preference shall be given in employment of labor, first, to
native Hawaiians,

It does not say citizens of the United States but restricts
it to native Hawaiians.

Then further:

Fishing shall be permitted in such area only by native Hawaiian
residents. :

Not open to all American citizens but restricts it to native
Hawaiians.

And there are other discriminations in that bill. Here
they introduce a bill right in the Congress of the United'
States and they ask for discrimination against American
citizens, and then they come here and raise the wail of their,
voice and say they are discriminated against and then say
that they are American citizens. I recognize that, but I
do not believe that after all the good things that Uncle
Sam has done for Hawaii, Puerto Rico, and Cuba that they
should come in now asking that we discriminate against
ourselves in favor of the islands.

I want at this time to pay tribute to the great chairman
of the Committee on Agriculture, the gentleman from Texas
[Mr, Jones]. [Applause.] I want to pay tribute to the
great chairman of the Subcommittee on Agriculture [Mr.
Commings], on which committee I have the honor to sit.
Those two gentlemen used diplomacy and tact in face of
one of the fiercest onslaughts on legislation that has been
made in the history of this Congress. It is about time that
we legislate and that we do not take the dictates of the de-
partments, I think it is about time the Members of this
House legislated as they see fit. The thing that happened
in bringing out this rule is a disgrace to the American Con-
gress. Those departments practically said, “You will either
amend this bill, or you do not get a bill”, but, due to the
courage and fighting spirit of those two gentlemen I just
mentioned, thank God the Rules Committee saw fit to
bring this rule to the floor of this House.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. Hook] has expired

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I yield the balance of
my time to the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. HArLAN],

The SPEAEKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Ohio
is recognized for 5 minutes. _

Mr. HARLAN, Mr. Speaker, just to get the Recorp clear,
in the first place, there are no sugar refineries and prob-
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ably no sugar beets grown in my district. I am here speak-
ing to you as the representative of Mr. John Q. Public.
[Applause.]

I am in favor of this rule because it is a question we have
to decide, but, as I have stated before this body on different
occasions, and as I desire to make my policy in this legis-
lative body logical, I am here to oppose, when the time
comes, our treatment of Hawaii. Our entire foreign trade
policy has been one to promote trade and o encourage in-
dustry in the most economical way. In the pending bill we
have turned around, completely reversed ourselves on our
foreign-trade policy. We have started to treat Hawail
worse than foreign nations. We have started a new policy
in government, and that is the policy of industrial quotas,
something that we have never attempted in the United
States. Agricultural quotas, yes, but never before in any
bill that I have heard of have we attempted industrial
quotas.

In my own State of Ohio, for example, the Frigidaire
Corporation a few years ago manufactured more electric
refrigerators than all the rest of them put together. Now,
suppose we had then established an industrial quota and
said, “We are going to freeze the industry here”; it would
have almost raised a rebellion in this country. It would
have been a throttle on the throat of progress. That is
what we are doing here.

They talk about the difference in labor costs in Hawaii
and in this country. That will be taken up later, I under-
stand, but if it is true, there is not half the difference be-
tween the cost of labor on sugar in the United States and
Hawaii as there is between the cost of mining coal in my
State and the State of Alabama, yet we do not put indus-
trial quotas on that business. We -have not yef, at least.
Because of a difference in labor costs, Southern States have
taken the textile industry from New England, yet we never
tried the vicious experiment of industrial quotas.

Mr, KENNEY. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, HARLAN. I cannot. I am sorry.

There are two manners in which governments have al-
ways operated colonies. One is the Roman system of
exploitation, making the colonies serve to the profit of the
mother country. The other is the policy generally adopted
following our American Revolution, of building up the pros=-
perity of colonies along with the prosperity of the mother
country., There was some justification for England and
Rome and the other ancient exploiting countries to adopt
their policy of exploitation, because they congquered their
colonies, They were subjected alien enemy races, but in
this case of Hawaii we have a people over there who volun-
tarily came under our flag, just as the people of Ohio came
and asked for admission into this Union. Now, we, this
great United States, come and treat them far worse than
we do the people in any other foreign country except Cuba.

Mr. KENNEY. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HARLAN. I am sorry. I cannot. In my own State
of Ohio there are some sugar refineries—not in my district.
In those refineries today they are using Mexican labor. Now,
any fool knows that that Mexican labor is not coming in
here from the Mexican border unless there is some contract.
They are coming here with an arrangement to work in Ohio,
take jobs away from our Ohio workers, and we are permit-
ting the refineries to take bread out of the mouths of our
fellow citizen in Ohio. Then in their hypocrisy they ap-
peal to us to “protect American labor.” It is American divi-
dends that have hired this lobby.

The gentleman a moment ago talked about the steps that
we had taken to protect native Hawaiians in their parks.
‘We have done the same thing for the Indians. We have
done the same thing for the Eskimos. We have done the
same thing in all similar cases.

If we adopt this bill we will reverse our entire history of
colonial policy, our conception of justice from our pre-Revo-
lutionary days; we will make our foreign-trade agreement
policy a mockery; we will give the Sugar Trust one more

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOURSE

8305

opportunity to exploit our people; and we will repay the
patriotic support given us by the people of Hawaii with base
ingratitude.

The SPEAKER pro tempore, The time of the gentleman
from Ohio has expired.

All time has expired.

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I move the previous
question on the adoption of the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on the
adoption of the resolution.

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by
Mr. LanzerTa) there were—ayes 115 and noes 9,

So the resolution was agreed to.

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE

Mr. GRISWOLD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that on Monday next after the disposition of the legislative
program for the day I may be allowed to address the House
for 30 minutes on the subject of wage and hour legislation.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from Indiana?

There was no objection.

(Mr, DirxseN, Mr. PHILLIPS, and Mr. Murpock of Arizona
asked and were given permission to revise and extend their
own remarks in the REcorbp.)

SUGAR BILL OF 1937

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House resolve
itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the state
of the Union for the consideration of the bill (H. R. T667)
to regulate commerce among the several States, with the
Territories and possessions of the United States, and with
foreign countries; to protect the welfare of consumers of
sugars and of those engaged in the domestic sugar-producing
industry; to promote the export trade of the United States;
to raise revenue; and for other purposes.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the state of the Union for the
consideration of the bill H, R. 7667, the sugar bill of 1937,
with Mr. Branp in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

Mr., JONES. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that the first reading of the bill may be dispensed with.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, inviewafthegreatinterest
and demand on the part of those who are directly inter-
ested in this matter, I shall make but a brief opening state-
ment and reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. Chairman, when this subject was first broached to
me a little more than 2 years ago I was very reluctant to go
into it. I have no sugar, either raw or refined, nor the
product from which it is made, in the district I represent,
nor is there any within hundreds of miles of my home,
‘There are, however, a great many sugar-producing areas
stretching halfway around the world that feed their product
into the American market. Chaotic conditions came at
times in such a way that there would be a runaway market,
a glutted market with low prices, to be followed by a short-
age and tremendously high prices. At one time in the
early twenties sugar reached nearly 25 cents a pound retail.

In fashioning the first bill we undertook to protect the
consumer. It worked so well that the price of retail sugar
to the consumer during the 21, or 3 years of its operation
has been less than during any 4-year period within a score
of years. We required as conditions to the entrance of
sugar from the sugar-producing areas offshore that they
should maintain a 6 months’ reserve supply. We required
other conditions as to contracts between the refiners and
the growers as to conditions in the areas that have pro-
duced a stabilized market. I do not think any Member has
heard any complaint on the part of any of the American
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people within the last 2% years over the retail price of
sugar, because they had had a better deal than during any
like period within 25 years at least, and I do notf believe that
they ever had comparable prices. At the same time in the
operation of the law the Secretary has been able to levy
such conditions that the growers have gotten a better price
for the beets and cane they produce.

To fry to be umpire in all of these areas whose interests
conflict and who naturally want all they can get of the mar-
ket has been a most difficult task. I have spent a good deal
of time and some of the other members of my committee
have spent a good deal more time trying to work out the
provisions of what they conceived to be a fair measure.

The bill under consideration establishes practically the
quotas that were established under the original act with
somewhat similar provisions refined by the lessons which
experience always teach us. My primary purpose in helping
to shape this legislation has been to see that the consumer
was protected as well as to secure better treatment for the
producers. I believe the same can be said of the entire
committee, We have tried to see that the producer received
treatment that would be in his interest and yet not be
against the interest of the consumer.

I believe that with all of the differences of opinion that
have existed among the various groups as well as to some
extent in our commiftee, we worked out a fair hill, one on
which there was almost unity of opinion, after hearing a
good deal of evidence, after the subcommitfee had done a
tremendous amount of work, and after the full committee
had gone thoroughly over it—a bill in which there is prac-
tically no division of opinion except on one issue, the details
of which I hope to discuss at a little later time under the
5-minute rule; and that is a provision having to do with
restriction on direct-consumption sugar coming in from
Hawaii and Puerto Rico within their quota. There is no
appreciable complaint as to the amount of raw sugar which
they bring in. Under the terms of the bill we have stipu-
lated that there shall be a limit on the amount of refined
sugar which may be brought in from those islands within
their quota. That limit has been the highest amount of
refined sugar which those islands brought in during any one
year prior to the time of the passage of the original act. On
this proposition there is much difference of opinion, as you
all know, but we shall have a full discussion of that. At the
proper time I shall offer an amendment to strike out para-
graphs (a) and (b) of section 207. I believe those who are
interested in securing actual legislation, if they are wise, will
adopt the amendment.

The departments and the administration are very much
opposed to any limitation, taking the position that there
should be like treatment among all groups of American citi-
zens, and that there should be no discrimination against any
group of citizens anywhere under the American flag.

We did make this particular change in the quotas: We in-
creased the quota for the cane-sugar areas. I think they
made out a case and are entitled to an increase, and I think
the committee has arranged probably a fair basis for that
provision.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. JONES. I yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. How do the quotas compare with ex-
isting law, the Jones-Costigan Act?

Mr. JONES. There has been very little change in the
quotas, except an increased quota for the cane-sugar areas
and a slight adjustment in area to make provision for it,
and I think that will be more than cared for by the increased
consumption; so there is not any appreciable change in
gquotas outside of the one I have mentioned.

Mr, WILCOX. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. JONES. I yield.

Mr. WILCOX. The gentleman has just stated that there
was an increase in quotas allowed to the cane-producing
areas of the confinental United States. It, of course, ap-
plies to the States of Louisiana and Florida. There are not
separate quotas for each of those States, as I understand it.
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Mr. JONES. That is correct.

Mr, WILCOX. The two are combined under one quota.

Mr. JONES. That is correct. May I say to the gentle-
man we have sugar that comes into this country from the
Philippines, Hawaii, Guam, the Virgin Islands, Puerto Rico,
Cuba, and some South American and other countries. The
eastern and western sugar growers, Florida and Louisiana
cane growers also produce sugar, and it has been a very
difficult task to apportion it by regions. It has seemed very
difficult to go into the question of adjusting this legislation
as between States, and we did not regard that as prac-
ticable. I do state, however, that we made additional pro-
vision for the cane areas, because we thought, after going
over it, that there was reason for this distinction. I may say
to the gentleman I think his State is entitled to an increase.

Mr. WILCOX. I thank the gentleman very much for
that statement. The bill makes no effort to establish a for-
mula by which the cane-area gquota may be allocated as
between the two States?

Mr, JONES. That is correct. The present law makes no
effort to do that. It is left to the administrative authorities.

Mr. WILCOX. Can the gentleman inform the House as
to what formula will be used in making the allocation?

Mr. JONES. The formula set out in the bill. They take
the historic production and consider that in connection
with the ability to fill their quotas. They take into consid-
eration the market facilities and several things, which are
set out in the bill. All of these we will go into later.

Mr. WILCOX. I do not want to consume too much of
the gentleman's time, but may I call attention to the fact
that using a historic basis for an allocation would com-
pletely prevent the development of an efficient and profit-
able industry. .

Mr. JONES. My time is so taken up that I hope the
gentleman will discuss that in his time. I may say, in my
judgment, the gentleman’s area is entitled to more than
the historical basis. Florida should have probably a mini-
mum of, say, 75,000 tons if that much is needed. That is
my judgment, but the gentleman will have to convince the
administrative authorities. You see Louisiana is also to be
considered, and the Department has the delicate task of
adjusting all of these matters—a most difficult assignment.

Mr. WILCOX. I wonder if the gentleman would feel like
saying at this time he would support Florida in offering an
amendment which would obtain a minimum of 75,000 tons?

Mr, JONES. I shall be glad to say as much to the Depart-
ment. I do not think those things should be put into the
bill, though.

Mr. LANZETTA. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. JONES. I yield to the gentleman from New York.

Mr., LANZETTA. Is it not a fact that the cane-sugar
quota from Puerto Rico has been reduced 34,000 tons?

Mr. JONES. It was not reduced in the quota. It was
reduced that much below what they actually used. You
understand the excess consumption gave them more than
their quota before. There was some slight reduction, how-
ever.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. HOPE. Mr.  Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. CRAWFORD].

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, I shall not try to go
into details, so far as this bill is concerned, but will refer to .
some of the more important provisions in it.

As has been pointed out by the distinguished chairman
of the Committee on Agriculture, there are many sugar-
producing countries in the world; but, as I conceive the
picture, after 18 years of actual experience in the industry
agriculturally, and in the financing, building, and operating
plants, and in marketing sugar, there are three primary
producing areas in the world, so far as I am concerned.
One is the sugar-beet area of Europe. Another is the far
eastern sugarcane area, which covers Formosa, Java, Philip-
pine Islands, the Indies along in here [indicating on mapl,
and a small amount in Australia. Another producing area is
Cuba, Puerto Rico, the United States continental beet- and
cane-sugar districts, and a small amount in South America.
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There also enters into the conflict the sugar produced in the
Philippine Islands, which moves six or seven thousand miles
in order to reach the Pacific coast. Twenty-two hundred
miles off the Pacific coast lies Hawaii, an organized Territory,
as I understand, and subject to statehood.

This bill provides that there may be imported info this
country from Cuba in the form of refined sugar to the United
States, according to page 6 of the committee report, 375,000
tons of refined sugar; from Puerto Rico, 126,000 tons;
from Hawaii, 29,616 tons; and from the Philippine Islands,
which is involved in the Philippine Independence Act, 80,214
tons.

There is one point that may not be covered here which I
want to touch on lightly and very briefly. That is the ques-
tion of marketing. Let us suppose you were sales agent of
the Hawalian Sugar Planters’ Association California refinery
and there comes into that west coast territory refined sugar
produced in Cuba under a non-bone-char process, which
means bargain-counter sugar. You have no bargain-counter
sugar to hold your trade on the Pacific coast. You can rest
assured that insofar as the bargain-counter sugar that flows
into that area from Cuba is concerned, you will be driven out
of the Pacific coast market. The gallery is full of sugar men
who are experienced in the marketing of sugar, and I defy
them to pass the word along to you to refute that statement
before this debate expires.

I speak as one who has sat there at the telephone day in
and day out, month in and month out, and year in and year
out, handling the long-distance telephone calls just as fast
as they could come in in a fast-moving commodity market,
slow markets, and what we call a runaway market. I know
what it means to have competitive goods to offer in a com-
petitive market. That question is involved in this bill and
I cannot cover it in detail in 10 minutes. Other people have
just as much right to talk on the bill as I have. If is some-
thing you will have to figure out as best you can as the de-
bate progresses.

Mr. Chairman, I intend to support this bill. If the Presi-
dent vetoes the bill by reason of our not eliminating subsec-
tions (a) and (b) of section 207, page 14 of the bill, then I
will have to go home and say to the sugar-beet growers of my
district: “Well, I stood for the bill, but you have not any
legislation.” So as a Representative from my district I am
on the spot.

I think my district grows beets for more sugar-beet mills
than any other district in the United States, so far as I
have been able to learn—not more beets, not more sugar,
but for more sugar-beet mills. So I am interested in this
bill. If we pass the bill and the President does veto it and
the question comes back to the House and Senate in time
to override the veto, if we override the veto before adjourn-
ment, then we will have legislation. Otherwise, the beet
grower loses by reason of our poor judgment and legislative
folly, So those things enter into it.

At the meeting that was held this morning I addressed a
question to Senator Apams, who has been in very close
touch with the President on this matter. He informed me
the President specifically objects to subsections (a) and (b)
of section 207 on page 14 of the bill. So, in a way, that is
the situation. I cannot figure out to save my life how the
Committee on Agriculture has had enough patience to deal
with this question as it has during the months the bill has
been under consideration and bring to the floor a bill as
good as this.

I wish all parties were harmonized on the situation, but
they are not, and thaf is the situation which we face. There
is one redeeming feature, as I see it, and I wish my friend
the Delegate from Hawaii [Mr. Kmcl could see it this
way. So far as I know, for the first time in American sugar
history the refiners of the United States are down here ask-
ing for protection for the sugar indusiry. To my certain
knowledge for 18 years I have battled with them across the
table in an attempt to provide protection for the beet-sugar
and the cane-sugar industry of continental United States,
including Puerto Rico and Hawaii, and they were always
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standing for free trade on sugar. If you were a refiner you
would very well understand why they do this, because as a
refiner you want raw sugar, sugar in process, sugar in the
bag, sugar in transit, and sugar in the warehouses at as low a
cost as you can get it.

Mr, HOPE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CRAWFORD. 1 yield to the gentleman from Kansas,

Mr, HOPE. Is not the reason the refiners are down here
in agreement with the producers of sugar that they want to
hitchhike on the producers’ bill? They are trying to get a
free ride out of a bill which was originally designed to pro-
tect the producer.

Mr. CRAWFORD. The answer to the gentleman’s ques-
tion is that you have in this bill a refined-sugar question,
not a question that has to do with imported raw sugars,
You are dealing with a refined-sugar question in subsections
(a) and (b) of section 207, which have to do with refined
sugar. These paragraphs have to do with 29,616 tons of
refined sugar from Hawaii and 126,000 tons from Puerto
Rico. Naturally, the refiners are interested in that. The
refiners employ American labor, and so do the beet people.
Therefore, I hope we will get out of this situation a marriage
forever and eternally between the seacoast refiners, the beet
industry of this counfry, and the other producers under the
American flag to the end that hereafter when a sugar bill
comes up here and there is a real tariff fight on the floor,
the cane refiners will come here and plead for the protec-
tion of the raw product as they now plead for the protec-
tion of refined sugar.

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield
for a brief question?

Mr. CRAWFORD. Let me finish this thought, and then I
will yield.

If I could convince my friend the Delegate from Hawaii
[Mr. Kinc] that this would be the result of this measure,
namely, that the refiners and the producers of Puerto Rico
and Hawaii, and the beet growers, will forever after be tied
up together in fighting for the protection of domestic sugar,
he might see that this kind of a combination would be worth
more to him than what he is asking here. However, there is
no way I can guarantee that the refiners would do that, and
neither can you.

I now yield to the gentleman from California.

Mr. CARTER. In reference to subsections (a) and (b)
of section 207, to which the gentleman has referred, I under-
stand an amendment is to be offered striking these sub-
sections from the bill.

Mr. CRAWFORD. It is my understanding that the chair-
man of the committee, the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
Jones], will offer such an amendment.

Mr. CARTER. Would the gentleman care to express h.l.s
attitude toward an amendment of this kind?

Mr. CRAWFORD. Here is the situation: Suppose the
refiners’ friends on the floor kill the bill in the event these
sections are stricken out. Who can answer on that? I
certainly could not. My beet people want sugar legislation.
I think there are some people in the western territory who
want sugar legislation.

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield
for a question?

Mr. CRAWFORD. I yield for a question.

Mr. DONDERO. How do the amounts set forth in sub-
sections (a) and (b) of section 207 compare with previous
quotas from Hawaii and Puerto Rico? Are they more or less?

Mr. CRAWFORD. The difference is so small that I do
not think I should take the time to answer the question.
The question will be answered in debate, anyway.

Mr. DONDERO. Are the amounts larger or smaller than
previous quotas?

Mr. CRAWFORD. I think a little bit less.

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CRAWFORD. I yield to the gentleman from Michi-
gan.

Mr.?HOFFMAN. Is the gentleman for the Jones amend-
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Mr. CRAWFORD. I may vote for the Jones amendment,
but I am not sure I shall. Let us hear the debate and de-
cide on presentations made. I may vote against the Jones
amendment. This is a complicated situation, as the Mem-
bers of this committee will testify. It is my understanding
from beet growers they are not particularly concerned
whether these sections go out of the bill or remain in. If
by leaving them in the President will veto, why should we
leave them there if the beet people are indifferent about the
matter.

Mr. MAVERICK. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. CRAWFORD. Yes; I yield.

Mr. MAVERICK. If the Jones amendment carries, there
are still a great many other benefits in the bill?

Mr. CRAWFORD. A great many benefits, in my opinion.
I expect to support the bill. [Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Colorado [Mr. CuMmmINGs].

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Chairman, I wish, first, to make
my position perfectly clear regarding this controversy over
refined sugar. I speak for the beet growers. I think pos-
sibly I am not misstating when I say I come as near speak-
ing for them as any man in the West. I have lived there,
owned farms there, and grown beets there for 30 years.

This controversy does not make one penny’s difference to
the growers of beets. We shall receive the same price for
our beets during the life of this law whether the refining
quotas of Hawaii and Puerto Rico are increased or not. The
only brief I have for the refiners is not for the refiners as
such but I think that any good American citizen has a brief
for every man who has a job in the United States.

What is the real issue? Hawaii and Puerto Rico are
allowed to produce just as much sugar under the refining
quota in this bill as they were under the Jones-Costigan
Act, and that is as much as they ever produced before. In
1933 we had a stabilization agreement. For 3 months after
Congress adjourned I sat with our committee. We agreed
on a stabilization agreement, because the sugar indusiry of
the world was absclutely ruined. Raw sugar sold in New
York for 60 cents. For the year 1933 it sold at an average
of 80 cents, which meant absolute ruin for everybody in the
industry.

Some of the people who are representing Hawail and
Puerto Rico tell you they do not want a sugar bill. Do you
know what I think about that? I think it is a gocd thing
the Lord is not enforcing one particular commandment to-
day as he did in the days of Ananias. Do you get the point?
Without sugar legislation the sugar industry of Hawaili,
Puerto Rico, and the United States is absolutely ruined, be-
cause we go on the world market with a 90-percent pro-
tection tariff, and we had $2 against Cuba and $2.50 against
the world in 1933.

Now, we just cannot grow sugar in competition with cheap
colored labor in the Tropics, and any man who knows any-
thing about sugar knows it, any more than you people in
the East can produce shoes and steel and other manufac-
tured products without tariff protection.

As I have said, it does not make a particle of difference
to the beet growers, and it will not hurt any industry in
Hawaii, and the question arises, Why do they want to refine
this sugar? This is just as plain as the nose on your face.
If you will examine the Government report which I have
here and refer to the tables in that report, you will find that
the average wages for labor in the sugar industry of Hawaii
is $10.80 a week. There is not any getting around that, be-
cause this is a Government report and I will give you the
number of it. They want to refine the sugar there in order
to make more money.

Now, what is the condition of the sugar industry in the
United States and in Hawaii? In Hawaii, under the Jones-
Costigan Act, there were 39 contracts. In the United States
there 75,000 contracts.
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Mr. DOCEWEILER. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. CUMMINGS. I cannot yield now.

Those 39 contracts in Hawaii received payments of $13,-
332,862. The lowest payment in all of Hawaii was $39,104,
while the largest was $1,022,038. There are five companies
in Hawaii with the same secretary and the same treasurer,
one man is president of four and vice president of the fifth,
and these five companies received $3,534,917 of benefits
under that provision.

The industry in the two countries is absolutely different.
I am going to offer for introduction in the Recorp a graph
that shows that six families own and control every industry
in the Island of Hawaii. They own the railroads, they own
the banks, they own the sugar plantations, and when the bill
was passed granting provisional independence to the Philip=-
pine Islands a provision was inserted whereby Hawaii was
allowed to bring in all the labor they wanted from the
Philippine Islands. The Delegate from Hawaii has intro-
duced a bill to repeal this provision, but they did not repeal
it until they had obtained all the advantages under it.
There was a strike there last spring, but it did not particu-
larly interfere with them, because they bring their labor
from the Philippine Islands, and if they work 3 years they
get their fare back, but they must work 1 year for the first
man and then they can work where they please the next
2 years if the lords of Hawaii say they can do so.

As I have said, the conditions are absolutely different.
They have told us about the labor conditions in Colorado.
They say we employ labor from old Mexico.

On May 4 I sent a wire to the chairman of the Colorado
Beet Growers Association, who is also a director of the na-
tional association, and I am going to read it to you so you
will know I asked for the facts:

A. L. LITTLE,
Capitol Building, Denver, Colo.:

How many citizens of Old Mexico or any other foreign country
are employed in our beet flelds? Ask Governor Ammons to sign

wire with you. Answer immediately.
FreEp CummiIngs, M. C.

Here is the reply under date of the Tth:

There are no exact data of citizenship of beet-field workers
in our territories available. Best estimate of those most familiar
is that 700 contracts will be worked in Colorado district, Great
Western territory, by families of Mexican citizenship. This is
one-eighth of total contracts. These family heads are all of long
and legal residence in United States and many have children
born to citizenship here. There are no nationals of other foreign
countries engaged here. Estimate 2,100 contracts worked by United
States citizens Spanish speaking and 2,800 by United States cit-

izens of white race.
Gov. TELLER AMMONS,
Senator A. L. LITTEL,
President of Beet Growers' Association.

Now, please remember, there were only 39 contracts in all
of Hawaii. The average farm growing beets in the United
States is around 16 acres, while the average in Utah is
about 6 acres. So that in the United States it is com-
pletely an American institution.

I do not want to work a hardship against anyone in the
United States or anyone in the sugar business, but when
you talk about people being discriminated against you must
remember that Hawaii and Puerto Rico are allowed to pro-
duce all the sugar they can consume, and they are allowed
to produce and sell on the world market as much as they
please, but the amount they can ship to the United States
is limited and the amount they can ship of refined sugar
is limited, and it should be limited.

The beet growers, the last year before this limitation, pro-
duced 1,770,000 tons of sugar, and we submitted to a quota
of 1,500,000 tons of sugar. Our sugar is a completed trans-
action when it leaves the factory. The growers haul the
beets to the factory, and it comes out as refined sugar, and
if there is anybody discriminated against, I would call your
attention to the situation of Florida and Louisiana. Florida
is not allowed to produce as much sugar as they consume,
while Louisiana is allowed to produce a little more,
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The entire beet-sugar industry of the United States is re-
stricted. We could produce hundreds of thousands of tons
more of sugar; but what would be the result if you threw
down the bars and everybody produced all the sugar they
could? You would have a ruined sugar market, and I tell
my people this. While you may say it is un-American to
put a restriction on continental production, yet you cannot
get all that you want, and under this administration I am
in favor of getting what you can, and I tell my people that
if & man is growing 20 acres of beets and is restricted to 15
or 18 acres he is better off growing 15 or 18 acres at a
profit than 20 acres and losing money.

These other people do not want to ruin the sugar industry.
They are just talking through their hats.

I do not want to see the beet-sugar industry ruined, and,
as I said in opening my remarks, it does not make a penny
of difference to the growers of beets. We will get the same
price for our beets.

I do say that the people that are operating the refining
industry of the Unifed States and have been for 150 years
are entitled to the same protection that the beet growers
are, and they are entitled to the same protection that we
grant Hawaii and Puerto Rico, and we should say to them
that they can produce just as many pounds of refined sugar
as they have ever produced.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Colo-
rado has expired.

Mr, JONES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes more to
the gentleman from Colorado.

Mr, KENNEY. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CUMMINGS. Yes.

Mr. KENNEY. Is there not a limitation on continental
United States insofar as the sale of refined sugar is con-
cerned? That is, continental United States cannotf sell its
refined sugar to Hawaii or Puerto Rico, and there is a
natural restriction there, although there is no restriction
in the bill, because of the difference in the cost, the cost
of production being so much less in Puerto Rico.

Mr. CUMMINGS. And whenever you restrict the pro-
duction of beets, which this quota does, it logically follows
that you restrict the production of refined sugar, so that we
are restricted in refining just as are Hawail and Puerto
Rico.

Mr, MAVERICK. And, if the so-called Jones amend-
ments carry, would not there still be very many provisions
in this bill that are desirable?

Mr. CUMMINGS. If these two provisions were cut out,
it would not make a penny’s difference to the beet growers
of the United States; and I tell you that my only object
is in protecting all the sugar industry of the United States
and the 14,000 people who have jobs in connection with it.

Mr, MAVERICK. It will still be a good bill if they were
cut out.

Mr. CUMMINGS. It would not be a good bill for the
refiners. It would ruin the refiners, but it would take care
of the beet growers.

Mr. KENNEY. If the refiners were ruined and the refin-
ing had to be done in the island Territories eventually—

Mr; CUMMINGS. And they would come back here and
defend this law and say that there is nobody interested in
sugar but the beet growers, and that they will take the
tarifi off that.

The cost of sugar is sometimes spoken of. It is cheaper in
the United States than in any other country in the world.
In Italy they pay over 15 cents. There is not a civilized
country on earth that has as cheap sugar as we have in the
United States. I say frankly that I do not want a high
price for sugar, because I believe that the people who eat
sugar are entitled to the same protection as the man that
grows it. Let me give you the figures on the cost of sugar.
In Germany it is $13.66 a hundred; in Italy, $21.80; in Poland,
$8.40; in Norway, $7.19; in France, $9.54; in the Netherlands,
$14.24; in Czechoslovakia, $11.25; in the Irish Free State,
$7.72; and you can buy it in the United States today, right
here in Washington, for $4.80 a hundred—10 pounds for 48
cents, I shall later, perhaps under the 5-minute rule, call
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attention to the cost of sugar as compared with other food
products.

Mr. HEALEY, Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CUMMINGS. Yes.

Mr. HEALEY. In answer to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. Maverickl, if those two paragraphs were eliminated
from the bill, it would in effect transfer the industry from
continental United States to the insular possessions.

Mr. CUMMINGS. It would absolutely ruin the refining
industry of the United States.

Mr. MAVERICK. It would not transfer all of it.

Mr. HEALEY. Practically all of it. It would take away
jobs from American workmen.

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gentle-
man from New York [Mr. ANDREWS].

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Chairman, I desire to ask one or two
questions of the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Lucas], who is
the author of one of the important amendments now a part
of this bill as it comes to the floor. I wish to inquire about
the proposed excise tax imposed on waste inedible molasses
when used in the manufacture of industrial alcohol, a vital
chemical raw material. May I ask how this tax would work
out? Is it the same tax practically as on sugar itself?

Mr, LUCAS. That is correct. In other words, blackstrap
molasses is coming in from the tropical countries without any
importation tax, and it is also being manufactured without
a manufacturers’ tax for the distillation of alcohol.

Mr. ANDREWS. Would it not result in an increased cost
to both direct and indirect consumers of products in which
industrial alcohol is used? I urge that you look into the
statistics and check the actual facts in the matter. ;

Mr. LUCAS. There is no doubt but what there will be
an increased cost to the consumers, but at the same time we
in Tllinois and in the Corn Belt districts of this country
believe it is a beneficial movement toward aiding the basic
industry of America, and that is the true reason for the
placing of this amendment into the bill.

Mr. ANDREWS. Does not the gentleman believe that
this will dislocate a very vital American industry, and result
in the loss of a valuable market for waste blackstrap mo-
lasses which would react against the very sugar producers
the Jones bill seeks to aid?

Mr. LUCAS. No. We always hear about a dislocation
of industry in every bill that is brought to the House where
industry is involved, but I find that industry gets along
about as well as the farmers in my section of the country,
in fact, a little bit better. These industries will not stop
but they may be compelled to become more interested in
the use of corn in place of a foreign product.

Mr. LANZETTA. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. ANDREWS. Yes.

Mr. LANZETTA. Is it not a fact that the grain pro-
ducers do not stand to benefit one iota from the tax on
blackstrap molasses and that the only ones to benefit will
be the producers of synthetic alcohol?

Mr. LUCAS. No. The gentleman is mistaken. True, it
will come into competition with the producers of synthetic
alcohol, but synthetic alcohol can never take the place of
grain alcohol made from corn. This amendment will place
the American corn producer upon & near parity with the
blackstrap producer who lives beyond the confines of conti-
nental United States. Who in this legislative hall can
honestly challenge that premise?

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from New
York has expired.

Mr, JONES. Mr, Chairman, I yield 4 minutes to the
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. BIERMANN],

Mr. BIERMANN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent to speak out of order on another agricultural matter.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of
the gentleman from Iowa?

There was no objection.

Mr. BIERMANN. Mr. Chairman, during generations the
great State of Iowa has been recognized as the greatest corn-
producing area on this earth. Strangely, in a rash moment
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last week, the State of Wisconsin challenged Towa’s su-
premacy. Wisconsin’s Governor, Philip La Follette, with
pomp and ceremony, went to our State capital to measure
corn with Jowa. He carried with him the tallest cornstalk
in the Badger State. Iowa's great Governor, Nelson G.
Kraschel, neighborly and good-naturedly, condescended to
the contest. He hurriedly sent out a messenger to fetch the
first cornstalk he came to, remarking to Governor La Follette
that if the Iowa cornstalk was not 2 feet taller than Wis-
consin’s best he would consider Wisconsin the winner. The
Wisconsin cornstalk measured 13 feet 135 inches. The mes-
senger arrived with a stalk from one of the poorer Iowa
fields. It measured 16 feet 5% inches. Like a good sports-
man, Governor La Follette said, “You have us backed off the
map when it comes to raising corn.”

I wish to enter this story in the Recorp so that henceforth
no such States as Illinois, Missouri, Nebraska, or Minnesota
will ever challenge the agricultural supremacy of Iowa, the
State “where the tall corn grows.”

In order that Towa's supremacy may be known to all other
States’ Representatives, Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent to insert at this point a statement of a small part of
the many fields in which my great State excels.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Iowa?

There was no objection.

The statement is as follows:

Although Iowa ranks sixteenth in population and twenty-third
in area of land, she ranks—

In value of corn, oats, horses, hogs, poultry— e First

_ In value of farm lands and buildings First
In combined value of livestock - Pirst
In total value of farm property. First
In farm land improved (95.6 percent) First
In value of farm machinery_____ First

Twenty-five percent of all grade 1 farm land of the United States
is within the State of Iowa. Seventy-five percent of all grade 1
farm land of the United States is within 250 miles of the center
of Iowa.

The farms of five Iowa counties (Sioux, Crawford, Shelby, Kos-
suth, and Plymouth) exceed in value the farms of either Massa-
chusetts, Vermont, New Hampshire, Wyoming, New Mexico, or
Utah.

The farms of 10 Jowa counties (Cedar, Clinton, Crawford, Jasper,
Kossuth, Marshall, Polk, Plymouth, Shelby, and Sioux) exceed in
value the farms in any one of the States of South Carolina,
Maryland, Florida, Idaho, Maine, New Hampshire, Delaware, New
Mexico, or Utah.

One-tenth of all the food products in the United States comes
from the State of Iowa.

Iowa’'s grain products for 1935 totaled 617,500,000 bushels. This
amount divided by Iowa’s number of square miles—55,686—gives
an average of 11,100 bushels per square mile. No other State begins
to equal these figures.

The per-capita wealth for Towa is $4,322. The per-capiia wealth
for the remainder of the United States is $2,685.

The value of the farm products produced in Iowa in 1 year is
greater than all the gold that has been produced in Alaska in the
58 years since the United States purchased Alaska.

(Authority U. S. Census and National Industrial Conference

Board.)

Mr. MASON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BIERMANN. I yield.

Mr. MASON. I do not believe the State of Ilinois will
ever challenge Iowa on the stories they put out, but we can
easily challenge Iowa on the tallness of our corn.
[Laughter.]

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. BIERMANN. 1T yield.

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. I want to know if the Gov-
ernor of Wisconsin carefully examined the structure of that
cornstalk to see what made it that way?

Mr. BIERMANN. I have no idea.

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BIERMANN. I yield.

Mr. BOILEAU. Would the gentleman be interested in
going into a contest with reference to cheese instead of

corn?
Mr. BIERMANN. I will have to think that over.
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hilf? MANSFIELD. Did that cormstalk have any corn
on

Mr. BIERMANN. I think it had three or four ears,

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance of my time.
[Applause.]

Mr. HOPE. Mr, Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. Lorpl.

Mr. LORD. Mr. Chairman, I want to speak for a mo-
ment for the consumers of the country. We have heard
the farmer and the processor taken care of, but in this
legislation we are going to add half a cent a pound to the
cost of sugar, and that half a cent a pound must come out
of the consumer, I think the consumer should be consid-
ered just for a moment at this time. In the United States
we cut down on the amount of sugar we can produce. We
cannot produce enough sugar in the United States for our
needs. I maintain that we should be allowed to produce
the sugar that we want to, so long as we cannot produce
enough for our consumption.

Mr. HARLAN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LORD. I yield.

Mr. HARLAN. I am asking for information. This bill is
simply a continuance, from a taxing viewpoint, of the Jones-
Costigan present bill, is it not? That is, the one-half cent
the gentleman speaks of is in the present law.

Mr. LORD. Yes; but that will expire soon.

Mr. HARLAN. Under the present law we have cheaper
sugar now than we have had for years with that half cent
added, have we not?

Mr. LORD. It would be that much cheaper if we did not
have that tax.
yielﬁlr? CRAWFORD. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman

Mr, LORD. I yield.

Mr, CRAWFORD. That statement will not hold water,
because in 1932 we had refined sugar selling around $3.25 to
$3.40 as against today’s prices. If the gentleman will per-
mit, I might point out that was under a $2 duty on sugar
coming from Cuba as against a 90-cent duty today.

Mr. LORD. I thank the gentleman for the information.

Mr. Chairman, we have cut down somewhat the allowance
from Hawaii. We have cut down somewhat the allowance
from Puerto Rico. In addition to that we are providing
that they can only ship into the country sugar in its raw
form. They are a part of the United States, and, as others
have contended here today, they should be allowed to ship
refined if they please. If we should say that California
must ship all of their sugar to New York City to have it
refined, we would think that was rather drastic legislation.
If we would say that Florida must ship all their sugar to
Michigan to have it refined, we would think that was drastic
legislation. That is exactly what we are doing with Hawaii
and Puerto Rico. On that account I cannot agree with the
legislation. I hope it will be stricken from the bill when it
comes up for passage.

As we go on with sugar we will probably have some more
amendments offered. We have heard it stated that we
should have this refining in the United States so we would
make that labor. What about the labor we would have if
we raised all the sugar we can here? I was speaking with
a Representative from Florida recently, and he tells me they
could employ 30,000 more people in Florida if they could
produce as much cane as they would like to produce. This
would give labor to the American people., Of course, it
would take it away from Cuba, but what about Cuba? We
gave Cuba a greater quota of sugar than they can produce
with their own labor. We cut down the amount of sugar
that Puerto Rico can produce and then Cuba has to send
to Puerto Rico to get labor to raise their sugar, This is the
way this all works out. We are working against ourselves.
The sugar factories in Michigan are not running because
they do not get their quota of beets.

Mr. GREEN, Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LORD. I yield.
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Mr. GREEN. I am rather in accord with the gentleman’s
remarks. I cannof understand how the Congress of the
United States can go on record as depriving American farm-
ers of producing a product where we only produce 25 or 30
percent of what is consumed in our country. When we allot
that to Cuba as against Florida, then we are giving Cuba a
preference over Florida.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from New
York [Mr. Lorp] has expired.

Mr. HOPE. I yield the gentleman from New York 2 addi-
tional minutes, Mr. Chairman.

Mr, LORD. Then we are giving preference to Cuba, a
foreign country, and not to our own Florida unemployed
American citizens, It is bad government and unusually dan-
gerous, because in case of war our sugar-beet producers in
the United States will be operating under a greatly reduced
capacity, and we will find ourselves the victims of foreign
sugar producers.

Mr. DOWELL, Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LORD. I yield.

Mr, DOWELL, Is it not true, I ask the gentleman from
Florida, that the Government paid individuals in the United
States for not producing last year and the year before, at the
very time when we were allowing foreign sugar to come into
this country?

Mr. GREEN. Yes. We do not want any subsidy in Florida
if they will let us increase our cane production.

Mr. DOWELL. Why should we restrict production in the
United States when we do not produce one-third of the
smount consumed in the United States?

Mr. GREEN. It is obviously an unwise policy to restrict
production in our country when we make so much less than
we actually consume, even in peacetime.

Mr. DOWELL. Why should we not adopt the policy that
would permit increased production in the United States in
order that our domestic producers may supply the needs of
the United States?

Mr. LORD. Mr. Chairman, I am sorry, but I cannot yield
further. Much has been said about this quota for Cuba.
It is, of course, a subject I should hardly speak of, I suppose,
but a few years ago some gentlemen from my own State,
. when sugar was 20 or 28 cents a pound—they might be

classed as economic royalists by some—got mixed up in

the Cuban sugar industry and they seemed to get a little
advantage in the quota, a little more than some believed they
should have. I want to help the gentlemen from Florida and

Louisiana, and the beet men, to get a greater quota of the

United States market. I believe that we should really em-

ploy American labor, that we should raise all the sugar beets

we need, buying only what is necessary to make up the
difference between our needs and our consumption from

Cuba, or others having them fo sell, and not assess the

American housewife one-half cent a pound to help out the

Cuban investors from New York City.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 8 minutes to the
gentleman from Oregon [Mr. PIErRCE].

Mr. PIERCE. Mr. Chairman, this bill is just a fair sample
of what we are going to have presented to us in the regula-
tion of agriculture when the bill comes in next winter from
the Commitiee on Agriculture to establish the ever-normal
granary policy and the other things that will probably be tied
in. You can expect an enlarged edition of the sugar-control
bill.

The world has changed materially and entirely since I
went to the West a little more than half a century ago. The
independent farmer who could plant his field to sugar beets,
corn, wheat, or grass is a man of the past. We are in a day
of regulation. I speak particularly for the beet-sugar grow-
ers, as well as the consumers. We are interested in a reason-
able price for sugar beets, as well as in the price of sugar.
Clearly, as explained by our colleague the gentleman from
Colorado, this regulation has given us a comparatively cheap
sugar, and it has given us a good price for sugar beets. I
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grew sugar beets once in quantity and sold them for around
$4 a ton. They are worth almost double that now to the
ErOwWer.

The sugar-beet business is just returning to Oregon. Our
sugar factory at La Grande, Oreg., was dismantled long
years ago. A new sugar factory is soon to be built on the
Owyhee irrigation project. Many acres are now planted to
sugar beets in Malheur County with more contemplated for
next year.

Mr, Chairman, I believe that we must take care of our
own people in the continental United States. I am going
to vote for this bill, preferably with sections (a) and (b),
on page 14, retained in the bill, just as the bill came from
the committee. That is my idea of what the bill should be.
The only effect on Puerto Rico and Hawaii is in the amounf
of refined sugar that these islands can ship into the con-
tinental United States. These sections, on page 14, (a) and
(b) are in the interests of the sugar refiners of the United
States. I prefer to leave those sections in the bill, be-
cause they affect men working in factories. These are our
own people; they are spending their own hard-earned
money, buying our own farm products, articles of food that
we have to sell. I believe in protecting them.

If these sections go out of the bill, I am told that the
ultimate effect will be that refining will go to the islands,
Hawaii, and Puerto Rico, where it can be done cheaper
than in the United States.

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman
yield? :

Mr. PIERCE. I yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Is it not a fact that this will be a
great discrimination against labor in this country?

Mr, PIERCE. I think so. At the present moment we
should be thinking about our own factories. I think these
sections should remain in the bill. I deeply regret that
our President saw fit to make the statement he did to the
chairman of our committee yesterday. I wish that he could
be brought to see the light. I have nothing against the
Hawaiian Islands, but I do know that the sugar business.of
the islands is practically run by a monopoly. I think there
are really only five firms over there.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield. :

Mr. PIERCE. I yield.

Mr. McCORMACK. There are five firms with inter-
locking directorates which practically control Hawaii.
There is an economic oligarchy over there that ought to be
investigated.

Mr. PIERCE. It seems to me if our President could
realize that and could be shown the truth, he would sign
the bill, as I hope we may pass it. I am going to vote for
it either way. I think our new sugar-beet industry in the
Malheur country of Oregon will fare equally well with it
out or with it in; but I think the whole country will be
better off if we leave those two sections in.

Mr. HARLAN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PIERCE. I yield to the gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. HARLAN. The gentleman does not feel any worse
against an organization of five families in Hawaii than he
does against the United States Sugar Trust that has been
controlling the whole business in this country for a good
many years, which trust will be the primary beneficiary
under this bill?

Mr. PIERCE. I do not think it will be the primary bene-
ficiary, I think the whole country will be much better off.
There is no question but what we should extend the grow-
ing of sugar beets in this country.

Mr. McCORMACK. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PIERCE. I yield to the gentleman from Massachu-
setts.

Mr. McCORMACEK. Bearing upon the question of labor, I
know that the refineries in Massachusetts—and there are
iwo—pay their help from 65 cents an hour to $1.05 an hour.
They were paying them 58 cents an hour until recently.
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The women are getting 45 cents an hour. Until recently
they were getting 40 cents an hour. Then they get a bonus
in addition to that. They have to compete against labor
that is paid from 60 cents to $2 a day.

Mr. PIERCE. That is what we have to face in this House.
‘We cannot yield to the old free-trade ideas that my friend
from Ohio has deeply set in his mind.

Mr. HARLAN. The gentleman is a little mistaken with
reference to my free-trade ideas. I have never advocated
that, although I have been in favor of our trade agreements.
However, production costs are not exclusively labor costs.
The Hawaiian producer has to import his fuel; he has to
constantly use fertilizer. In fact, I think it is the most
heavily fertilized sugar field so far as I know in the world.
They have other costs. They buy material in this country
which they ship out to Hawaii. That promotes industry in
this country. It is exactly the same proposition that we
have in promoting trade through our trade treaties. The
things that we offer to Hawaii, the opportunity to manufac-
ture simply comes back to us in the United States if we
can sell to Hawaii fuel, fertilizer, all kinds of machinery,
equipment, and everything else.

Mr. PIERCE. That is a beautiful dream, but it does not
work out in practice.

Mr. HARLAN. It is the fact. _

Mr. PIERCE. We have to take care of our own people. We
have to look after our own labor. We have to look affer our
own men in Boston and other places who want to work. Itis
just a beautiful theory.

Mr. WHITE of Ohio. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PIERCE. I yield to the gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. WHITE of Ohio. A good many people claim these
island possessions are our people and therefore entitled to the
same consideration.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. NELSON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the
gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. COFFEE],

Mr. WHITE of Ohio. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. COFFEE of Nebraska. I yield to the gentleman from
Ohio.

Mr. WHITE of Ohio. Some of the people who are inter-
ested in this bill claim that the people of these island pos-
sessions are our people, and, therefore, should have the same
consideration as our domestic growers. Buf I do not agree
with that theory, and I want to ask the gentleman if it is
true this difference is brought about by the wage and hour
bill in that the provisions of that bill will not apply to those
island laborers?

Mr, COFFEE of Nebraska. There seems to be a difference
of opinion as to whether or not that bill will apply to Puerto
Rico and Hawaii., I heard that discussed this morning.
There are numerous exemptions in the Senate bill, and I
have not had an opportunity yet to read the bill with the
amendments made in the House Committee on Labor. How-
ever, the point to remember is that this sugar legislation is
an attempt to do something to stabilize the domestic sugar
industry, and no group or area has been favored. All have
had to accept some restrictions or limitations.

Mr, WHITE of Ohio. That is right.

Mr. COFFEE of Nebraska. It has been necessary to pro-
vide quota restrictions to prevent the destruction of the
domestic industry on account of the competition from off-
shore, low-cost areas. Our continental sugar growers were
going bankrupt because of the low prices of 1931, 1932, 1933,
before the Jones-Costigan Act went into effect. Had that
act not been passed by Congress you, perhaps, would not
have any sugar beets or sugar cane growing in the United
States today, and that industry would be lost to the conti-
nental United States. However, in legislating for the pri-
mary benefit of the people on the continent you have pro-
vided a stabilized market for the off-shore island possessions
and Territories that has made it possible for Hawaii and
Puerto Rico to obtain $100,000,000 a year more for their
product than they otherwise would have been able to ob-
tain on the world market. ‘The bill before you, in effect,
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continues the general principles of the Jones-Costigan Act
with its limitation on refined sugar from Hawaii and Puerto
Rico.

The main controversy is with respect to lifting the refined
restriction on these imports from Hawaii and Puerto Rico.
Frankly, the committee has had this legislation under con-
sideration for a good many months and has tried as best it,
could, motivated only by a desire to be fair and just to all
concerned, to arrive at the best and most satisfactory meas-
ure that could be presented to the House,

Mr. WHITE of Ohio. The committee heard from people
in the island possessions?

Mr. COFFEE of Nebraska. We heard representatives
from all of them. We heard from the departments, and we
tried to exercise our legislative function as an independent
branch of this Government and bring in satisfactory
legislation.

May I say that the demands of Florida and Louisiana
were given sympathetic consideration? We tried as best we
could to relieve the situation. We increased the quota to
the Louisiana and Florida sugarcane areas from 260,000
tons to 420,000 tons. In doing so the other areas had to
sacrifice some of their quotas.

Hawali and Puerto Rico sacrificed some. You must re-
member that under the Tydings-McDuffie Act the Philip-
pines are guaranteed a quota of 970,000 tons. You must
also remember that under the recoprical-trade agreement
with Cuba concessions were made which we had to respect
in this legislation. As a consequence, it was impossible
to satisfy the legitimate demands for additional quotas.

Mr, WHITE of Ohio. Does the gentleman believe the
reciprocal-trade treaty with Cuba acts to the detriment of
our domestic sugar producers?

Mr. COFFEE of Nebraska. I would not say so as long
as quotas are maintained. When the Jones-Costigan Act
went into effect the tariff was reduced 50 cents per hundred-
weight, which was replaced with a processing tax. Since the
processing tax was declared unconstitutional we have been
making a donation to Cuba of approximately 50 cents per
100 pounds on the imports of sugar from that country.
This is one reason for passing the pending measure, for
here we again put the 50-cent tax back and will collect the
tax on the imports.

Let me at this point discuss an item which has not been
covered up to this time. The estimated tax collections under
this proposed legislation will be $66,820,000 per year. Tha
estimated payments to growers under title IIT of the bill,
after deducting estimated reductions in payments to large
growers provided for in section 304, will amount to approxi-
mately $40,000,000.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield
for a question?

Mr. COFFEE of Nebraska. I yield to the gentleman from
Texas.

Mr. MANSFIELD, Do not the payments go to the Puerto
Rican and Hawaiian growers as well as to the domestic
growers?

Mr. COFFEE of Nebraska. They do on a graduated scale.
The payments are reduced in cases of large producers on a
graduated scale as provided in the bill. This applies to main-
land producers also.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Can the gentleman tell us about how
much will go to Hawaii, in round numbers? Would it not be
approximately $12,000,000?

Mr. COFFEE of Nebraska. I have not the figures. The
amount would be hard to estimate because of the graduated
scale of payments.

Mr. MANSFIELD. It is from $9,000,000 to $12,000,000?

Mr. COFFEE of Nebraska. Approximately, I should say.

Mr, MANSFIELD. And about the same to Puerto Rico?

Mr. COFFEE of Nebraska. A liftle less. With respect to
the Philippine tax, it is provided in the bill that this money
will be returned fo the Philippines. You, perhaps, wonder
why this is provided in the bill. This payment will amount to
some $9,700,000. Under the Tydings-McDuffie Act we are
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precluded from raising a tariff against any product from the
Philippine Commonwealth. However, it is a close question
whether or not this could be considered as a tariff. The com-
mittee made that concession to the State Department and
War Department and included in the bill a provision to re-
turn the tax, the same as was done with the excise tax on
copra and coconut oil a few years ago.

I may say that I fear the future of the domestic-sugar
industry will be seriously threatened unless this sugar legis-
lation is enacted. To safeguard this industry it is necessary
for all the people interested, whether from the growers’
standpoint or from the standpoint of beet labor or sugar-
cane labor, or from the standpoint of the refiners or
those working in the refineries, to stand shoulder to shoulder
in trying to pass legislation which will safeguard the indus-
try as a whole, If you cripple the refining industry in this
country, we know that sooner or later the continental growers
will find themselves in a like position. Unless we can have
a combination of quotas and a tariff on sugar, the sugar
growers of this country cannot feel very safe from the
threat of competition from cheap tropical labor,

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. COFFEE of Nebraska. I yield to the gentleman from
Minnesota.

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. The gentleman has stated
he is fearful that unless this measure is passed the sugar
industry of this country will be destroyed. Is the gentle-
man’s theory based on the fact there would be an increase
in imports of sugar from Cuba?

Mr., COFFEE of Nebraska. Our quota provisions would
fall. Unless we can maintain quotas on the imports of
sugar, naturally the market will be flooded and the price
will drop to a figure where it will be unprofitable for beet-
sugar growers or cane-sugar growers to produce beets or
cane on the continent.

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. This country would not be
flooded with sugar from Puerto Rico or Hawaii but the sugar
would come from Cuba.

Mr. COFFEE of Nebraska. The additional sugar would be
from Cuba principally.

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. That is, because of the
lIow duty of 90 cents, they would have an advantage and
would ship sugar to this country?

Mr. COFFEE of Nebraska. Yes; Cuba, Puerto Rico, Ha-
waii, and the Philippines would suffer with the continental
producers, because this sugar would come in in unlimited
quantities and would help fo demoralize the stabilized mar-
ket in the United States they all enjoy. I urge the passage
of this bill to safeguard the domestic sugar industry.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN].

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr, Chairman, sometimes things are
concealed in a legislative bill which are not always ap-
parent to the naked eye, and it becomes necessary to take
out the slide rule and resort to a little arithmetic to see
what that provision is. In this instance I refer to a subject
matter I have discussed no end of times on this floor,
namely, the subject of blackstrap molasses.

My colleague, the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Lucas],
who is a member of the Committee on Agriculture, was
successful in having writien into this bill an amendment
which very carefully defines liquid sugars, which would
include blackstrap, and brings them within the purview of
the taxing provisions of the bill. This amendment appears
on page 26, and reads:

Notwithstanding the foregoing exceptions, sugar in liquid form
(regardless of its nonsugar solid content) which is to be used
in the distillation of alcohol, shall be considered manufactured
sugar.

Section 402 of the bill imposes a tax on manufactured
sugar manufactured in this counfry. Section 403 imposes
an import compensation tax on manufactured sugar which
comes into the country from the outside. The result is,
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therefore, that blackstrap molasses, which is an aggregate
byproduct of some 300 pounds per ton of refined sugar,
and a very dark, sirupy substance, is included as manu-
factured sugar in the bill, and therefore is amenable to a
compensating tax of a little more than one-half cent per
pound of sugars.

I think the corn farmers of Illincis will be everlastingly
grateful to my colleague from Illinois [Mr. Lucas] for his
diligent work in having this put into the bill, and therefore
I want to supplement the things he has already done and
the position he has taken by insisting that this bill should go
a little bit further and increase the tax on blackstrap mo-
lasses that goes into the distillation of alcohol. Here is the
arithmetic of the thing, implemented and corroborated by
all that I have been able to pick up in the Department of
Agriculture, the Alcohol Tax Unit, the Bureau of Internal
Revenue, the Federal Alcohol Administration, and all other
agencies.

Blackstrap molasses will run about 6 percent of sugar con-
tent. This is ifem no. 1. The Department of Agriculture
tells me that it takes 6 gallons of blackstrap to produce the
same amount of alcohol as a bushel of corn. This is item
no. 2. It takes 12 pounds of blackstrap to make a gallon
of blackstrap, and 6 times 12 pounds equals 72 pounds. So
72 pounds of molasses will displace 1 bushel of corn in the
production of alcohol. If the sugar content is 6 percent,
then 6 percent of 72 pounds is 4%, pounds. So for taxable
purposes 4% pounds of sugar content, taxed on the basis that
is recited in this bill, will raise a tax of approximately 2%
cents. So a tax is to be imposed of 2% cents on an equiva-
lent quantity of molasses that displaces a bushel of corn in
the commercial outlets of the country,

To show you what nonsense there is about all this, you
cannot bring in a single bushel of corn from the Argentine
unless you pay a duty of 25 cents under the Tariff Act of
1930. You can bring in 72 pounds of molasses and pay only
2% cents, and you can displace 1 bushel of corn grown out
in the great Corn Belt. Is there any rhyme, reason, or sense
about that kind of a set-up or arithmetic? And if we are
going to give the corn farmer of this country a square deal
it becomes necessary fo raise the compensating import tax
upon molasses that will be used in the distillation of alcohol.

How serious is this thing? In 1910, 24,000,000 gallons
of blackstrap molasses came in from the outside. In 1936,
235,000,000 gallons came in from the outside; 149,000,000
gallons of alcohol was produced in this country from molasses
in the fiscal year 1936. This is nearly 76 percent of all
alcohol produced in 1936, and only 7.04 percent of all the
alcohol made in this country in 1936 was produced from
grain that is grown in the United States.

You people who talk about nationalism, who talk about
defending the continental interests of the country, what
about all this blackstrap molasses, fabricated into alcohol,
that is today usurping approximately 30,000,000 bushels of
corn, in the industrial market, and I will defy anybody to
refute this statement.

How serious is this insofar as the farmer is concerned?
Here is a clipping from The Pekin Daily Times, my home-
town paper, that came to my office this morning, It shows
that the corn crop for this year is estimated at around
2,600,000,000 bushels. Where does it go? Most of it stays
on the farm and is fed in the form of pork and beans.
Ten percent, or approximately 300,000,000 bushels, goes
into the manufacture of starch and alcohol and all the other
products that are processed from corn. Thirty million bush-
els of corn displaced today by blackstrap molasses repre-
sents 10 percent of the corn farmers’ industrial outlet for
his crop.

I wonder what the aufomobile people would say if you took
away 10 percent of their domestic market. They would
squeal like a stuck pig, and so would anyone else.

Now, are you going to stand by and have 72 pounds of
blackstrap come in from the outside and pay a compensat-
ing tax of 2% cents and displace a bushel of corn which, if
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it came in in the form of corn, would have to pay 25 cents
under the tariff act of 1930.

What happens to all this blackstrap? It is made into
ethyl alcohol and into neutral spirits and then some of it
goes into the gin you drink and it goes into whisky that you
drink. I sneaked over to the corner the other day and zot
a bottle of gin, I think for 89 cents. I just soaked the labels
off and here they are. I hate to mention names, but I do
not see how we are going to fight this blackstrap lobby that
has been operating in Washington for the last 7 or 8 years
unless we drag the stark truth into the open:

Cavalier distilled dry gin, distilled by Continental Distilling
Corporation, Philadelphia, Pa.

Here is the label on the back:

Distilled dry gin. Eighty-five proof. One pint. Distilled from
100-percent cane products.

That is the euphemistic way in which the Federal Alcohol
Administration permits them to say that this gin was
manufactured entirely from blackstrap that came from
Cuba and the offshore places. They used two and a half
million gallons of blackstrap on the seaboard last year for
gin. One hundred and forty-nine million gallons of alco-
hol was made from blackstrap molasses. Twenty-four
million gallons was tax paid, 18,000,000 gallons was dumped
for rectification purposes, and, if you take out the small
amount made from grain, the inevitable conclusion is that
another 5,000,000 gallons of this blackstrap spirits were
used in blended whisky or gin in the country. We have a
very felicitous regulation down here under the futelage of
the Federal Alcochol Administration. It says that you can
produce and label and sell whisky that is only 20-percent
straight whisky made from corn and 80 percent of neutral
spirits made from blackstrap molasses. When you buy a
bottle of blended whisky at the liquor store, look at the
bottle before you buy it and see what the legend is on the
label, whether it is 20 percent of whisky made from domestic
corn and perhaps 80 percent distilled from the stuff that
comes from the islands in such great quantities. Are we
going to stand by and see our corn farmers impaled as
they have been with this kind of nonsense? Did we not
go out in 1932 and 1933 and say, “O Mr. Farmer, if you
will get busy and support repeal of the eighteenth amend-
ment we will take you up on the mountain and show you
all the kingdoms of the earth; if you will just support repeal,
we will expand the agricultural market for you.” Yes; and
have we done it? After repeal we permitted blackstrap to
come in, with a tax of one-fifth of 1 cent per gallon to
usurp 30,000,000 bushels of industrial outlet of the corn
farmers of the country.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from
Illinois has expired.

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman 5 min-
utes more.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield for a question?

Mr. DIRKSEN. Just a moment. One other thing, to
show you how serious this is. This is not a selfish matter,
because they are processing blackstrap molasses in the very
heart of the Corn Belt—in Peoria. Here is a decision that
came from the Interstate Commerce Commission, Relief
was asked from this Commission under the fourth section
of the Interstate Commerce Act so that they could get a
fair rate on blackstrap molasses from Gulf ports to Peoria
and Pekin, Ill., and in the findings, as a substantial part
of that relief, the Solvents Corporation, in Peoria, Ill.,
stated in this application before the Interstate Commerce
Commission that their average shipment of molasses into
the very heart of the Corn Belt was 30,000,000 gallons
a year. Are you going to stand for that sort of thing?
Do you know what corn is doing today? Thirty days ago
December futures of corn were 94 cents a bushel. Look at
the newspaper tomorrow morning and you will see that
December futures have gone down to 64 cents. Corn has
dropped 30 cents.a bushel in the last 30 days. That is
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the reason the American Farm Bureau Federation and those
interested in the corn farmer have been here before the com-
mittee and have been asking for farm legislation, because
they saw this thing coming on. Are we going to stand by
and talk about regimentation and control? Are we going
to take some of the most fertile acres God ever put on
this footstool out of cultivation and pay cash out of the
Federal Treasury for doing it and then let blackstrap, 78%
percent of the total imports coming from Cuba, usurp tha
market of the American farmer to the extent of 30,000,000
bushels of corn?

Can you not see the sheer poppycock of such a thing that
will let 72 pounds of blackstrap come in and pay a duty of
214 cents and then charge 25 cents a bushel before they can
bring in a bushel of corn? I have distilleries operating in
my town that are processing Argentine corn because of the
short crop last year. For every bushel that goes through
the still column they have to pay 25 cents a bushel in fariffs,
yet in Philadelphia and along the Atlantic seaboard they
can process blackstrap into beverage alcohol that you pour
down your throat or into industrial alcchol of the kind that
you rub on your ankle when you bump yourself against a
rocking chair at night, or the kind that you put in your
radiator to keep it from freezing in the wintertime, at only
2% cents for the equivalent amount. I say to you, is that
fair to the corn farmer of the country? Is it not time we
stripped the thing of all this hypoerisy and brought it into
line. The thing to do is to change that compensating tax
insofar as it applies to blackstrap, when used for distillation
purposes and lay a charge of about 5% cents per pound of
sugars. That is the equivalent of 25 cents a bushel on corn,
Is that not fair? Is that not fair to the corn farmer of the
country? I am going to offer that amendment when the
time comes, and it seems to me that everybody in the Corn
Belt ought to support an amendment of that kind, because
the farmers out there are going to have a surplus problem cn
their hands just as soon as they get to husking and strip the
husks off the corn.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield? .

Mr. DIRKSEN. Yes.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Is it not a fact that this blackstrap
that comes in is a byproduct of foreign refineries?

Mr. DIRKSEN. That is right. There is no question
about that.

I just want to make this clear. We are not concerned
about molasses that comes from Louisiana, from Colorado,
and elsewhere. Our feed manufacturers will use from sev-
enty to one hundred million gallons a year to mix with
chopped alfalfa and dry feed. Our domestic production of
blackstrap is probably around 10,000,000 gallons. It is not
enough. I am not kicking about it coming in for feeding
purposes, because it is not a substitute for but rather a sup-
plement to the cattle feed that we produce.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield.

Mr. LUCAS. Members of the House should distinctly
know that this amendment affecting blackstrap molasses
does not affect the blackstrap that comes in for feeding
purposes.

Mr. DIRKSEN. No; it does not. It does not apply to
blackstrap that comes in for feeding purposes whatsoever.

Now, somebody said, “You will raise the price of com=-
mercial alcohol.” Is it not fair if we put all distillers of
the country on an even footing and make them start from
scratch? Is that asking too much?

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has
expired.

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman 1 addi-
tional minute.

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield.

Mr. DONDERO. Can the gentleman inform the House
about how much per gallon it will raise the price of com-
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mercial alcohol that goes into the manufacture of medicine
and other commodities?

Mr. DIRKSEN. In my judgment, it will be infinitesimal.
I do not know exactly, but it would not amount to a great
deal. There was a time before 1910 when there was not a
gallon of alcohol made from blackstrap molasses. If wae
are going to have regimentation, if we are going to have
control, if we are going to take 40,000,000 acres out of pro-
duction and pay cash out of the Federal Treasury, does not
consistericy and common sense dictate that we utilize every
portion of the American market before we venture too far
afield in that direction? [Applause.]

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gntleman has again

expired.

Mr. NELSON. I yield the gentleman 2 additional min-
utes.

Mr. DONDERO. The manufacturers in my district are
complaining bitterly over this Lucas amendment, claiming
that the tax on alcohol will be raised from 3 to 7 cents a
gallon. Can the gentleman inform the House whether or
not he thinks that is correct?

Mr. DIRKSEN. Let us admit it does raise it that much.
It simply puts everybody on the same level. The beverage
distiller in the Corn Belf, the distiller on the seaboard, the
distiller at New Orleans, the distiller in California, and the
manufacturer of industrial alcohol will all use corn, all
bought on the American market, so they start from scratch,
without preferential treatment in favor of anybody. Is not
that fair? Would it not be a good thing fo give the
American farmer a little encouragement, even though it will
raise the price of industrial alcohol an infinitesimal amount?
That is my answer to the gentleman.

Mr, LUCAS. Am I correct in my understanding that if
the amendment in question is adopted it will practically
eliminate all importation of blackstrap molasses from foreign
countries?

Mr. DIRESEN. I think it would and I think it should.
Finally, it is fair. They sent in 33,000,000 bushels of corn
from the Argentine in 1935, some of which was unloaded
from the boat at Baltimore, and they paid 25 cents a bushel
tariff. Are you going to allow this molasses to come in for
2% cents, or approximately one-eleventh of what they charge
on corn at the present time? That is the question. That is
behind the amendment that I intend to offer.

Mr., MAY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DIRESEN. I yield.

Mr. MAY, A man engaged in the feed business told me
the other day he could buy corn from the Argentine and
shipped in here, 15 cents a bushel cheaper than he can get
it in America.

Mr. DIRESEN. It has been consistently quoted in Gulf
ports and as far north as Buffalo, 156 cents a bushel cheaper
than the American price. Are we going to run out on the
American farmer with a 2,600,000,000-bushel crop in the
offing, or will we say to him, “We will give you a break. We
will put a quietus upon this tremendous importation of
competitive blackstrap which robs you of your outlet for
30,000,000 bushels of corn”? [Applause.]

One word more, Mr, Chairman, about raising prices of alco=-
hol to help the farmer. Some years back we clipped 41 cents
off of each gold dollar under the Warren theory in order to
raise prices. We passed a Silver Purchase Act, under which
we are buying silver today and against which we are issuing
silver certificates in order to raise prices. We passed the
National Indusirial Recovery Act, which raised prices. We
passed the Agricultural Adjustment Act to raise prices. We
passed the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act
to raise prices. In the light of this studied legislative effort
to raise prices is it asking too much to demand this relief in
the face of a perpendicular drop of 30 cents a bushel in the
price of corn because it may raise prices a few cents on alco-
hol? Whatever rise in prices there might be it will uniformly
apply to every industrial and beverage distiller in the land and
gives preferential treatment to no one. To the farmer it

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

8315

gives a 30,000,000-bushel industrial outlet that equals 10 per-
cent of his entire industrial outlet now.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr, NELSON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Nevada [Mr. ScrRucHAM],

Mr. SCRUGHAM. Mr, Chairman, we should not enact
any legislation which deals unjustly with any part of our
country. If we leave in this bill the provision which pro-
hibits Hawaii and Puerto Rico from refining the sugar they
grow, we will have established as a permanent part of our
legislative policy the principle that we can by law favor one
part of our country at the expense of another.

I know a similar provision was contained in the Jones-
Costigan Act. But it was put there largely as the resuit of
the political influence of the eastern refiners. That was
emergency legislation. This statute is in the nature of
permanent legislation, and we should not commit this grave
injustice to our Territories.

Great Britain long had the colonial policy of forcing her
colonies to send their products to the mother country to be
manufactured. That colonial policy was one of the causes
of the American Revolution, and we adopted our Constitu-
tion principally because of our desire to eliminate for all
time trade barriers between different parts of our country.

Questions as to labor and corporations have nothing to
do with this legislation, and their introduction only serves
to confuse the issues. Those questions can be handled on
their own merits. But nothing justifies treating any part
of our country as a foreign nation and discriminating
against it for the benefit of another part.

‘We know it is cheaper to manufacture cotton in Alabama
than it is in New England, but no one would suggest that
we prohibit Alabama by law from spinning the cotton it
grows in order that New England manufacturers might have
& monopoly.

The Secretary of the Interior, who has charge of Terri-
tories, has taken a very clear and firm stand against such
discrimination. I support his views heartily, and believe
that it would be unjust and un-American to prevent sugar
growers in our Territories from refining their own sugar.

I stand with the Secretary of the Interior and the Terri-
tories in this matter, and I think every Member who believes
in fair play should do the same.

These questions should be handled solely on their own
merits. Nothing justifies treating any part of the country
as a foreign nation and discriminating against it for an-
other part. We know it is cheaper to manufacture cotton
in Alabama than it is in New England, but no one would
suggest that we prohibit Alabama by law from spinning
cotton that she grows, in order that the New England man-
ufacturers could manufacture it. The Secretary of the In-
terior, who has charge of the Territories, has taken a very
clear and firm stand against this discrimination. I support
his views heartily and believe it would be unjust and un-
American to prevent sugar growers in the Territories from
manufacturing in the Territories.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. HoFFrMan].,

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
to revise and extend my remarks and to include therein a
letter received today together with my reply thereto.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Chairman, under the terms of this
bill, for which I expect to vote because I can get no better,
a farmer gives his boy 40 acres of land. The boy wants to
grow beets; he cannot do it unless someone in the Govern-
ment or some department of the Government gives him
permission by assigning to the father a quota. There is
nothing to be gained by kicking about that now. We can
take it and like if, and that is what I am doing, except I
do not like it.
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But there is something that goes a little farther than
that. I am wondering whether or not, if the old man hap-
pened to have assigned to him a quota so that the boy
could work on the home farm and grow beets, whether or
not the boy is going to be permitted to work? Assuming
that the boy is 25 or 30 years of age, married, and has a
kid or two, will the boy be permitted to work? He probably
will want to know, especially if he is married and has those
children.

Why do I doubt it? Why do I ask that question? I will
tell you why. I doubt it because of items such as appeared
in this morning’s Post. The gentleman from Texas [Mr.
Maverick] had some pictures here one day of the Chicago
riot. He had a part out of a series. Sirange as it may
seem, he showed us only a few. He did not show us the
pictures which were taken by the photographer at Chicago
which showed the inception of the riot, which showed the
crowd surging down on the police, assaulting them with
meathooks, stones, and clubs; no doubt he did not have
them in his possession.

Mr. VOORHIS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOFFMAN. I yield for a question.

Mr. VOORHIS. But the gentleman from Texas showed
all the pictures that he could obtain that were submitted to
the La Follette committee.

Mr. HOFFMAN. The gentleman says all that were sub-
mitted to the La Follette committee? Why did not the
La PFollette committee produce the whole record? Why
just a part? Why only that part which it thought would
refiect on the police? I will lend the gentleman, because
I have it in my possession, a part of the testimony taken
at the coroner’s inquest of a photographer and his helper
where they gave testimony under oath as to taking those
pictures and what they had. One of them was subpenaed
as a witness before the La Folleite committee. I am not
accusing the gentleman from Texas of any bad faith at
all, or of any lack of diligence. No doubt he was engaged
in writing another book or preparing an historical lecture,
or something of that kind, so I am not charging bad faith
or anyt.hmg of the kind.

Mr. DOCEKWEILER. Mr. Chairman, a point of order.

‘I‘he CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. DOCKWEILER. It was my understanding that the
rule provided that debate must be confined to the sugar
bill. I would like to have some time fo talk about the sugar
bill, but I am unable to get it.

The CHAIRMAN. The rule does provide that debate shall
be confined to the bill. The gentleman from Michigan will
proceed in order.

Mr. HOFFMAN. And that is exactly what I am talking
about, because I want to know whether the C. I. O. is going
to compel the farmer’s boy to pay a $2 initiation fee and
$1 a month before he can go out into his own field or his
dad’s field and work. That is what I am trying to find out,
and that is all I am trying to find out.

Getting down now to pictures, in this morning’s Wash-
ington Post is the picture of a worker, Frank Dillon, who
was beaten up by the C. I. O. The men in this factory
wanted to work; they had their own union, but the C. I O.
fellows went into the room where they had barricaded
themselves, beat them up, and sent this fellow fo the hospital.
Coercion? Intimidation? Violence? You join the C.L O.,
the organization of the President’s friend, Lewis, or you take
a beating. Regimentation. Well, something more than
that. That was in a Plymouth factory; that was in a fac-
tory where there was one of those signed Wagner contracts
under collective bargaining, a contract with U. A. W. A.
forced upon Chrysler by Governor Murphy.

That is one of the methods used by C. I. O. to obtain
members,

How long are we going to stand it? I asked the majority
leader the other day when I got the floor: How long are the
gentlemen from the South going to stand this kind of con-
duct? Since that time the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr.
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Rawkin] on this floor told in part what happened to one of
the factories in his community; how, by the C. 1. O., it was
driven into bankruptey. It is coming, this lawlessness, this
intimidation, this coercion, this tribute collecting, to all of
us; there is no question about it. I do not live in a great
industrial district, just a little farming community, but we
have a factory or two.

Here is a letter I received today. It appears that H. W.
Kleeb was down there. He is one of the investigators for
the National Labor Relations Board. Where did he go?
He went there and stayed with the C. I. O. fellows, who dine
him; he has his meals there with them; he is entertained
by them; he is sympathetic with their views; he gets his
information from C. I O. leaders, and then he goes to the
attorney for the independent union and tells him that the
union is a company union and that all the fellows connected
with it are biased and prejudiced—after he has been wined—
wait! They do not drink down there—after he has been
dined and entertained by the C. I. O. boys. Then he finds
fault with the other fellows because they have organized
that kind of union, about which he doubtless knows little
and cares less.

Now, I say it is coming home to the farmer; it is coming
to farm industry.

This factory in Detroit, the Plymouth branch of Chrysler,
employs 11,000 men. Doubtless, tomorrow there will be
more.

They have a contract in this factory and there have been
thrown out of employment 11,000 men. Why? Because
C. L O. organizers beat workers, members of an independent
union who will not desert the union of their choice and
pay tribute to Lewis,

Yet we sit here and submit. How long, O Lord, how long
will we refuse to protect the man who wishes to work?

Mr, Chairman, I have introduced two bills which would
tend to remedy this disgraceful condition. Why can we not
have a vote on those bills? One calls for the incorporation
of unions, the placing of responsibility upon them; the other
seeks to prohibit interstate transportation of strikers who
would drive workers from their jobs. Why can we not give
protection not only to the man who works in the factory but
to the boy who works on the farm and the fellow who wants
to grow beets, and to the men in the factories who want to
make sugar?

I wish my friend the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
Hooxk], who believes as I do on this matter of the sit-down
strike, would some day gather his fellow Democrats around
him and put through a measure which will guarantee pro-
tection to those men who want to work, as those men want
to work.

‘We hear a lot about these fellows going out from the
National Labor Relations Board. Read their proceedings
and note the questions they ask. They see only the things
they want to see and hear only the things they want to hear,
Then they come in and an attorney sent out by the N. L. R. B.
asks leading and suggestive questions and he gets the evi-
dence he wants.

I see my friend the distinguished lawyer from Illinois,
the former judge advocate of the American Legion, the
sometime, I hope, Senator from that State, smile. I do not
blame him.

They intimate that these hearings are judicial hearings.
Some refer to the investigating board as a court. God save
the mark.

The gentlemen who go out are inquisitors; they are par-
tisans; they have preconceived opinions and the so-called
hearings which they hold would be ludicrous were it not
for the tragic results. Their activities have put factories
out of business, have driven industries from one place to
another. Their actions indicate that they know little, if
anything, about the subjects with which they are called
upon to deal

One of these investigating boards is what? I will tell you
what it is. It is one of these judicial vending machines.
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No, it is not a vending machine; it is a gambling machine.
No, it is not a gambling machine, because there is no ele-
ment of chance about it; because we know what is coming
out, and about that there is little, if any, uncertainty. It
is an automatic vending machine, peddling opinions, not
judicial.

They send an investigator who gets the evidence. The
attorney asks the questions and the examiner sits there
and out pops a conviction against the man who is giving
work to the men who have been employed in years gone by.

The gentleman from Montana [Mr, O'ConneLL] told you
what a “scab” was (Recorp of July 8, p. 6957). He said
these fellows who went back to the plant were “scabs.” Let
me tell you there were 34,619 of them at Republic Steel and
every one had worked months previously, some of them for
years, in those factories, yet they were “scabs” according to
the definition of the gentleman from Montana. In my judg-
ment, they were honest, law-abiding American citizens, who
wished to exercise their right to work.

May I finish with this thought that I stressed a moment
ago: Can we not sometime before this Congress is over con-
sider legislation which prohibits men coming in from outside
the States and paralyzing the industries of our communities?
Is it not possible to consider such legislation? Is it not
possible to require those who are drawing their millions from
the pay checks of the workers to account for the money
which they have received? Is it not possible to impose upon
them some degree of responsibility for the havoc which they
bring to the worker and the community, to the public at
large?

That is all I ask, and I say God grant that we can get
some legislation of that kind before it is too late.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance of my time.
[Applause.]

Mr, LUCAS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the Dele-
gate from Puerto Rico.

Mr. IGLESIAS, Mr, Chairman, it seems to me this great
Nation should not consider treating citizens of one part of
the United States differently from the citizens of other parts
of the United States. This great Congress should not permit
Puerto Rico to receive different treatment from any other
State or section of the Union, especially when the legislation
pertains entirely to business and nothing else. The human
side of the problem concerning sugar has not been entirely
incorporated in the bill. It does not involve actually the
question of labor, the treatment of labor, and the conditions
under which people work in the various areas in which sugar
is produced.

May I say to my brothers in the great American Federa-
tion of Labor that this bill, it seems to me, has nothing to
do with the relations between capital and labor. Labor had
to organize to fight the barons and the exploiters of labor
everywhere—in Puerto Rico, in Hawaii, as well as in every
part of this great Union.

Much has been said about the commercial aspect of this
bill and the benefits obtained from buying goods. May I say
to the Members of the House that Puerto Rico spends over
two-thirds of the money it receives from this industry in the
United States, We buy from the farmers and from the
industries in the United States goods to the extent of $110,-
000,000 every year. So far as the Pan American nations are
concerned, Puerto Rico ranks first in purchasing goods from
the United States. There is only one exception and that is
Canada. Puerto Rico, as I stated, is the largest buyer. Let
us take rice, for instance. We buy more rice from Louisiana
than any other country in the world. We also buy cotton, we
buy meats, and we buy everything that is needed for the sus-
tenance of the people of Puerto Rico.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman 3 addi-
tional minutes.

Mr. IGLESIAS. Mr. Chairman, I am sorry I cannot dis-
cuss this greaf question at length on behalf of the people
of Puerto Rico. I understand well the position of the big
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sugar people and the big cane-sugar producers of Louisiana
and Florida. I also understand perfectly what is the in-
tention of the big refinery corporations. As a matier of fact
the provisions in this bill protecting the corporations so far
as the refining of sugar is concerned are a very nice thing
for them, but I do not believe the wage earners and workers
in the industry will benefit unless they fight against the
exploiters, and may I say the exploiters in the United States,
in Puerto Rico, and in Hawaii all fall in the same class. As
a matter of fact, it is a fight between groups of capitalists.

There are located in Puerto Rico 35 sugar factories and
3 or 4 of them, the biggest ones, belong to people in New
York, Massachusetts, and other places in this country. The
same is true perhaps of Hawaii. The result of this fight, I
am afraid, will be the crushing of the masses of the people
of Puerto Rico.

Mr. Chairman, I ask the Congress to be fair with Puerto
Rico and treat us as a part of this Nation. We ask you to
treat us as a part of this great family, without discrimina-
tion. Puerto Rico is willing to pay all of its obligations and
we are anxious to enter into the family.

[Here the gavel fell.] z

Mr. IGLESIAS. As a parf of my remarks, I would like to
incorporate two letters, as follows:

AMERICAN FEDERATION OF LABOR,
Washington, D, C., July 13, 1937.
Hon. SANTIAGO IGLESIAS

House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.

Dear Mg. Icresmas: I will be pleased to speak to Marvin Jones
and put in a good word for Puerto Rico relating to the importation
of refined sugar into the United States from Puerto Rico, as you
suggested in your letter dated June 25.

It has ever been our purpose and desire to help and- assist
Puerto Rico and the Puerto Rican people. I can clearly dis-
tinguish the difference between the treatment which should be
accorded the people of Puerto Rico and favor of them and against
Cuba and other countries not & part of the United States
Government.

Be assured that I will do all I can to be helpful.

Sincerely yours,
WiriaMm GREEN,
President, American Federation of Labor.

Bax Juanw, P. R., August I, 1937.
Hon. BANTIAGO IGLESIAS,
Resident Commissioner, Puerto Rico,
: Washington, D, C.

Dear Mr. CommisstoNER: The American Legion, Department of
Puerto Rico, representing 18,000 World War veterans, are definitely
opposed to the discriminations contained in H. R. 7667, which so
materially affects the economic condition of 1,800,000 American
citizens in Puerto Rico.

This discrimination is in complete violation of all American
policies toward the people of Puerto Rico and is against all basic
American principles,

We sincerely hope such discriminations as this will be elimi-
nated from all legislation affecting the people of Puerto Rico.

Very truly yours,
JUAN LasTRA CHARRIEZ,
Departmeni Commander, the American Legion.

Mr. NELSON. Mr, Chairman, I yield 7 minutes to the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr, McCormack].

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr, Chairman, the bill under con-
sideration carries in its title the words “to protect the wel-
fare of consumers of sugars and of those engaged in the
domestic sugar-producing industry.” This is one of the pur-
poses of the bill. The main fight will come on the question
of whether or not paragraphs (a) and (b) of section 207,
appearing on page 14 of the bill, will be eliminated there-
from. Section (a) confines the refined sugar production of
Hawaii to not more than 29,616 short tons, and of Puerto
Rico to not more than 126,033 short tons.

We are not confronted here with a theoretical question:
we are confronted with a very practical problem. If we were
considering purely an academic question the arguments of
the Delegate from Puerto Rico [Mr. IcrLEsias] and the Dele-
gate from Hawaii [Mr. Kine] would be worthy of some con-
sideration, but when we look at this from the angle which
presents itself to us, we cannot escape drawing the conclu-
sion that we have been very, very fair to both Puerto Rico
and Hawaii. It must be remembered that they are selling
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sugar on the American market at nearly double the price
they could get on the world market. The only reason they
are able to sell their sugar on the American market at nearly
double the price they could get for sugar on the world market
is that we passed a quota law necessary because our domestic
beet- and cane-sugar producers needed quota protection in
order to obtain for them a fair return on the money they
have invested.

Our producers cannot compete with the producers of Cuba,
Puerto Rico, or Hawaii, for the costs of production of our pro-
ducers are higher than the costs of production in these
islands. True, the islands are a component part of the
United States, but we must look at many problems from a
practical angle as we have on many occasions. When we
do, we must apply the rule of justice in a practical way, and
we have done so in this case. The farmers of the United
States must spend more money for their help than do the
producers in Puerto Rico and Hawaii. They also have to
pay more for their help than the producers of Cuba. The
employees of our refineries receive substantially higher
wages than the employees of the refineries of Cuba, and what
few refineries there are in Hawaii and in Puerto Rico.

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. McCORMACK. I am pleased to yield to the gentle-
man from New York.

Mr. WADSWORTH. I understood the gentleman to state
that Hawaii is a component part of the United States, but
nevertheless continental United States must lock after it-
self, or words to that effect.

Mr. McCORMACK. No; not look after itself. I said
there are certain times when we must be practical and
apply the rule of practical justice to the circumstances
which confront us.

Mr. WADSWORTH. Am I stretching the genfleman’s
theory a little too far if I suggest that upon his theory the
gentleman might be called upon some day to support a
measure which would place a quota upon the production of
cotton goods in South Carolina?

Mr. McCORMACK. I do not see the relationship of the
gentleman’s question to the matter under consideration to-
day. The gentleman is entering the realm of pure specula-
tion, which is a realm the genfleman from New York very,
very seldom enters.

Mr. WADSWORTH. It isa very practical question I have
posed to the gentleman.

Mr, McCORMACK. I do not see the relationship. The
question is academic and speculative. I respect the fact
the gentleman believes the question is practical if he asks
it, but on this occasion I disagree with the gentleman.

Returning briefly to the bill, we must keep in mind that
the commerce of the islands is in raw sugar, not refined
sugar. We must keep in mind the fact that the American
consumers pay a substantial sum in order that the quota
law may be carried into operation.

It must also be kept in mind that we are dealing with a
purely continental question. The consumers of sugar live
in the United States. The people in Hawaii and Puerto Rico
produce far more sugar than they consume. They consume
very little—small in proportion to their production. It must
be borne in mind that as a result of the quota law the
people of Puerto Rico and Hawaii receive many millions of
dollars—from $30,000,000 to $40,000,000 a year—more than
they would receive if they were selling their sugar at the
world market price.

Looking at it from a practical angle, realizing that this bill
is necessary for the protection of our cane- and beet-sugar
producers, it is only fair, reasonable, and proper that the
refining activities of the sugar business and the interest of
thousands of employees should be also protected.

We must also realize that the employees of the refineries
of continental United States receive much higher wages
than are paid in these islands, and by “islands” I also in-
clude Cuba. In Boston men are paid, so I am informed,
from 65 cenfs per hour to $1.05 per hour, with fime and
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one-half for overtime, and double time for Sundays and
holidays. I understand women are paid about 45 cents an
hour. Compare this with wages of from 60 cents to $2 a
day on the islands. Hours of labor are different than in
the islands, employees in the islands being employed longer
hours than here. To pass & bill without protecting the in-
terests of the American refineries and their workers would
be destructive and disastrous. I am fighting for the em-
ployees of the refineries of continental United States. I
am fighting to preserve for them the happiness that they
now possess. I am fighting for their rights. It must be
borne in mind that the refined limits placed upon Puerto
Rico and Hawaii constitutes the limit that these islands
have ever refined. Under the bill each island is permitted
to bring into the United States about 900,000 tons of sugar,
of which, in the case of Hawaii, 29,616 tons is refined, and
in the case of Puerto Rico, 126,033 tons is refined. We are
giving to these islands the limit of production in raw sugar,
the largest amount they ever produced, and the same in the
case of refined sugar. Being confronted with a practical
problem, we have treated them as fairly as they could pos-
sibly expect. We are freezing the production of raw sugar
here and abroad, and we are justified, in order that the re-
fineries of America and their workers might be protected,
in freezing the amount of; refined sugar of these islands.
The producers of these islands are receiving millions of dol-
lars more on the sale of their sugar here than they would
receive if they were subjected to the world market price.
They want that, but they do not want our continental re-
finers to be given practical consideration and protection.

They talk practical corsiderations in applying a quota
on the production and sale of sugar, but when it comes to
the refining of sugar they talk theory. They want every-
thing. In this respect their position is not only weak but
unfair. They charge discrimination. If the Jones amend-
ment is adopted, the refiners and their workers will be the
ones that will be discriminated against. Business and capi-
tal investment will be ultimately destroyed, and thousands
of persons employed at the present time will be thrown out
of work.

If the House accepts the proposed amendment, it will
mean the ultimate destruction of this great industry which
gives employment to about 16,000 persons at the present
time in continental United States, and indirectly to many
thousands of others. In my city, Boston, it will mean the
destruction of a century-old industry with a pay roll well
over $2,000,000 a year and which spends $2,000,000 annu-
ally for materials and supplies and pays local taxes of
nearly $500,000 a year. The sum total of wages, supplies,
freight, advertising, and other expenses adds about $38,~
000,000 per year to New England’s purchasing power. The
same applies to other sections of the country where refin-
eries exist.

Mr. Chairman, I hope that when the amendment to strike
out paragraphs (a) and (b) of section 207 is offered it will
be defeated. [Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself 10 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, this bill is, of course, a continuation of
the type of sugar legislation which was initiated when we
passed the Jones-Costigan Act 3 years ago. There may be
some differences of opinion regarding whether the quota
system or the tariff system is the best method of protect-
ing the American producer of sugar, but today we have no
choice in that regard. We have before us only the question
of accepting a bill which puts into effect the quota system.

The committee has worked for many months over this
measure, and I am sure everyone here who is interested
in the domestic-sugar industry is grateful to the chairman
of the Committee on Agriculture for his patience and his
efforts to help work out what is a very controversial ques-
tion. Without his efforts, I feel sure we would not be con-
sidering this measure tfoday. I am not in entire agreement
with all its provisions. I expect to support some amend-
ments which will be offered, but in general this bill does
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afford protection to the producer of sugar in the United
States and at the same time, I believe, adequately protects
the consumer.

Theoretically, I am opposed to any restriction upon the
production of sugar in the United States. For that reason
I would prefer to approach this question from the stand-
point of a tariff rather than of a quota system. As I see i,
you cannot have a quota system without imposing domestic
as well as foreign quotas. Under a tariff adequately pro-
tecting the industry, however, it would not be necessary
to put any restrictions on domestic production.

However, as I said a few moments ago, we do not have
that question before us today. It is a question of taking
this bill or getting nothing.

Now, there are some controversial questions which the
House must decide in the course of the consideration of this
legislation, and as has been indicated by previous speakers,
the most controversial of these matfers is that of whether
or not there shall be a limitation upon the quota of direct-
consumption sugar from Hawaii and Puerto Rico. I have
heard all the arguments on both sides of this question. I
have learned them all by heart and can repeat them for-
wards or backwards and there is, of course, something to be
said on both sides of the matter.

The able gentleman from Colorado [Mr. Commings] is
undoubtedly the best informed Member of this House on the
question of beet sugar. We all accord him that honor. He
is entitled to the thanks of every producer of sugar beets in
the United States for his effective and untiring work on this
legislation. He said a while ago in the course of his remarks
that it did not make a bit of difference to the producer of
beets what position the House tock on this question of re-
moving quota restrictions upon direct-consumption sugar
from these two areas, and I agree with him on that propo-
sition.

May I say further what he did not say, that there is no
community of interest today between the producers of sugar
in this country, either cane or beet, and the refiners along
the Atlantic coast. There is no community of interest foday
and there has never been any community of interest. As
a matter of fact, up until the time of the original Jones-
Costigan Act, the domestic refiners did everything they could
to destroy the domestic beet industry. For 40 years they
tried their best to put the beet preducers of this country out
of business. Not only did they oppose every effort to protect
beet sugar by tariffs and other beneficial legislation but by
the most unfair and misleading propaganda they built up a
prejudice against beet sugar which exists to this day. As a
result of that prejudice beet sugar sells on the market at a
discount of 15 to 20 cents per hundred less than cane al-
though its qualities and composition are identical. Yet in
spite of that record they have the colossal nerve to ask the
producers of beet sugar to assist them in getting legislation
to which they are not entitled and which they could never
get on its merits or rather lack of merits. They are today
asking beet producers to support a provision in the bill which
we all know will result in a veto and no legislation. In other
words they are playing the beet producers for a bunch of
suckers.

They are asking for what amounts fo an embargo on
refined sugar from one part of our Nation on the claim of
unfair competition, when as a matter of fact they have
never been able to even make out a case for tariff protection
against foreign tropical countries.

Now, what are the facts in this connection? A great deal
has been said here today about the difference in cost of
refining between the fropical countries and the United
States. A great deal has been said about the item of labor,
as if that were involved in this question. Let us look at the
facts insofar as labor is concerned. There are less than
14,000 men employed in the refining of cane sugar in this
country and the average annual wage is a little over $1,000
per year, according to the Bureau of the Census. If Hawaii
and Puerto Rico were permitted to import into this country
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in a refined state all the quota they are given under this
bill, they would bring in 1,736,000 tons of refined sugar. Af
present they can bring in 155,000 tons so the net increase
if all the quota were refined would be 1,581,000 tons. That
is a decrease of approximately a third so in terms of labor
this could not possibly mean the displacement of more than
three or four thousand of the employees who are engaged
in this industry today. This is the size of the labor problem
involved.

There is no industry in this country in which a smaller
proportion of the volume of business goes to labor than the
business of sugar refining. In the hearings on this bill, at
page 308, there was submitted a table compiled by Messrs.
Weingarten & Co., of New York, a brokerage house in that
city, compiled for the purpose of showing the varying im-
pact of social-security taxes which would fall upon different
classes of business and, of course, the class of business whose
labor costs were the smallest would have the smallest bur-
den to carry in that respect. In this table it is shown that
only 3.8 percent of the volume of sugar goes to labor, while
the percentage in other industries is much larger, for in-
stance, in meat packing it is 6.8 percent, automobile manu-
facturing 10 percent, department stores 17.8 percent, and
railroads 50.2 percent. So there is no industry in this
country where the item of labor is of any less consequence
than it is in the matter of sugar refining.

Mr. BUCK. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOPE. Not at this time.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself 5 additional
minutes. Now, let us proceed to a discussion of the question
as to whether tropical refining is cheaper than refining on
the mainland. The facts that have been brought out at
various hearings before the Tariff Commission very clearly
show that the cost of refining in the Tropics is just as high
as it is in this country.
yi:lflr? MANSFIELD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman

Mr. HOPE. In just a moment.

When the Tariff Act of 1930 was under consideration, the
very, very terrible Smoot-Hawley Act, as I have heard it
called so many times on the other side of the aisle, the
sugar refiners in this country were unable to make out a
case before a Republican-controlled Ways and Means Com-
mittee of the House or a Republican-controlled Finance
Committee of the Senate. They were unable to make out a
case and show that the importation of refined sugar should
have any greater protection than raw sugar.

In other words, the Commission found that the cost of
refining in the Tropics, particularly in Cuba—and it is sub-
stantially the same in Hawaii and Puerto Rico—is practically
the same as in this country. The refiners were not satis-
fled with that. In 1931 they went before the Republican-
controlled Tariff Commission, a bipartisan commission it is
true, under a Republican administration, and asked for an
increase in the duty on refined sugar upon the ground that
it costs more to refine sugar in this country than in the
Tropics, and here is what the Tariff Commission found, as
announced on July 11, 1932:

That the difference between domestic and foreign costs of
refining is not such as to justify the Commission in specifying
either an increase or a decrease In the rate of duty on refined
sugar, or at least until after the Commission has finished the
complete investigation. Any change in the rate of duty
which might result from the present refined sugar investigation
would not be sufficient either to increase or decrease materially
the imports of refined sugar from Cuba or the amount of labor
employed in the domestic refineries.

The refiners were not satisfied with that decision, and
in 1934 they again brought the matter up before the Tariff
Commission operating under this administration, and asked
for an increase in the rate on refined sugar. The Tariff
Commission at that time held and reported to the Presi-
dent on January 22, 1934, that no change was warranted
in the tariff differential as between raw and refined sugar.
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Nothing appeared in the hearings, as I recall if, that in
any way contradicted those findings of a great fact-finding
body whose word is accepted as final on matters affecting
the tariff. I yield to the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. Chairman, insofar as fariff pro-
tection is concerned, is it not a fact that Hawail and
Puerto Rico share in tariff benefits, if any, to the same
extent as the continental producer?

Mr. HOPE. They do. They share in these tariff benefits
because they are a part of the United States, and for
that reason they are entitled to have the same consideration
in this bill to which every other part of the United States
is entitled. [Applause.]

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from
Kansas has expired.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr, Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. KLEBERG].

Mr. KLEBERG. Mr. Chairman, because my time is lm-~

ited to 5 minutes, I ask that I be not called upon to yield.
I have listened with a great deal of interest to my colleague
on the committee, the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. Horel,
in his remarks on the floor this afternoon, and to his state-
ment that under this bill Hawail and Puerto Rico are dis-
criminated against, they are not treated as citizens of the
United States, under the same flag. The interesting feature
that occurs to me is that apparently my colleague, despite his
long attendance at the hearings before this committee, has
overshot the mark, as have those others of the committee
who may agree with him, in the statement that this bill
constitutes unfair discriminatory restrictions against the two
insular possessions.

The quotas provided in this bill lie with equal force on
all continental United States and on the entire domestic
area producing sugar. Efforts were made by the committee
to listen to every side, and to bring about the fairest adjust-
ment under a quota system possible, as the only efficient
means of stabilizing and retaining a market strong enough
to permit both the continental and the insular sugar pro-
ducer to enjoy remunerative prices above the world market
price for sugar.

It is an interesting commentary that the great States of
New York and Texas were producing beets at one time, and
Texas both beets and sugarcane, and it is interesting also to
now find that under this bill they are not permitted to re-
sume that activity, and then hear the claim that the bill
discriminates against Hawaii and Puerto Rico to a greater
extent than it does against the great States of this Union.

I shall not have time in the brief period assigned to me
to go into a discussion of this bill, but I do ask the members
of the committee who have shown enough interest to sit
here throughout this debate to at least read the extension
of my remarks in the Recorp tomorrow. There are two
very pertinent questions to be considered by the House when
it comes finally to vote on the proposed amendments to be
offered to the bill which came out of the committee. As a
member of a great legislative committee of the House, and
on which I am proud to serve, I am fully cognizant of the
deliberate, painstaking care with which the committee went
into all of the questions raised with reference to the legis-
lation, which, in my opinion, at least so far as my 10 years’
experience goes, is the most controversial of any this body
has been called upon to consider.

I find it passing strange that here at this late hour in the
session, after the bill has been reported from the committee
following literally months of hearings, during which time
every possible angle was given consideration, that the depart-
ments of the administrative branch, who have raised this
question now in opposition to the deliberate result of that
committee's best efforts, have brought about a situation
where now at the close of Congress, in a comparatively few
moments, they put the issue squarely before us, only after a
hard fight to even get the sugar bill before the Congress.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman from
Texas 2 additional minutes.

Mr. KELEBERG. I stand before you now not only as a
member of the legislative committee but a Member of the
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body to which all of you belong and a part of the Govern-
ment of the United States in its three great branches. We
represent the legislative branch of this Government. All
of the departments are coordinate and they have the united
purpose of serving the people of the United States. But
there is nothing I can find in the general picture which
entitles us to have at least the feeling of having received
proper consideration when, added to the fact that we had
to bring this bill out after a fight, we now find ourselves
faced with the fact that the Chief Executive proposes to veto
this measure. Everyone here knows that the President has
the veto power. It was, therefore, not necessary for that to
be announced, but it seems strange that we should have
presented to us premature notice of his action in connection
with this piece of legislation.

It is true he has had departmental advice, but it is not
true that the departments who advised him or those who
conferred with those departments gave the painstaking care
to a study of this question and this particular legislation
which the Committee on Agriculture has given. As a Mem-
ber of this House, out of respect for preserving its integrity,
it is my purpose, having voted in the committee to report
this bill out as it is now presented, to support the well-
considered determination to which I arrived and the con-
clusion reached by the committee, with the exception of
one member, who did not vote on the bill at that time. I
speak with no ire and no choler. I speak, however, with a
great solemnity of purpose that makes it seem to me of
transcendent importance that if in the future the repre-
sentative branch of this Government is going to function
effectively for the interest of those they represent, we on
this occasion should take our position firmly and squarely,
as we would under less troublesome circumstances, and
come to our own conclusion and stand by our guns.

Now, Mr. Chairman, with full respect for the President
of the United States and for the great responsibilities which
rest upon his shoulders, may I state that I firmly believe
that good government under our form of government entails
& proper coordination between the three branches—execu-
tive, legislative, and judicial. Nothing in my remarks should
be construed as a break between the President of the
United States and myself, a servant and representative of
the people whom I represent in my congressional district
in the State of Texas and my fellow citizens at large in
the United States of America, including Puerto Rico and
the Territory of Hawaii; but, Mr. Chairman and fellow
members of the committee, I do not want to be understood
in any other than the true light of my earnest conviction
which finds me involved in an utter disagreement with the
President of the United States and the departments which
oppose the House Committee on Agriculture’s final con-
clusions as represented in this bill with the restrictions on
the importation of refined sugar from Puerto Rico and
Hawaii as set out in the bill under consideration.

I have every desire as a Democrat and as a citizen of the
United States to see a successful administration of our Gov-
ernment in its executive branch by our Democratic President.
I have an equally high desire to see the legislative function
successfully performed by a Democratic Congress, and be-
cause of that, and for no other reason, I find myself in com-
plete disagreement with the departments and the President
with reference both to their desire to strike out of the bill
the restrictions on direct-consumption sugar applicable to
Puerto Rico and Hawaii and the means used to accomplish
that end on Representatives in the Congress. At best, Mr,
Chairman, it is difficult for me to go along with the continu-
ation of the rigid application of quotas to domestic producing
areas.

Mr. Chairman, permit me to say at this juncture that the
most difficult situation in which I find myself is that of being
in opposition to an amendment which will be offered by my
admired, dear, and long-time friend, MarviN Jones, chair-
man of the House Committee on Agriculture. I deeply
esteem him and hope he will be tolerant with me in that.
I am sure he knows that divergent viewpoints between us,
however vehement we might become in debate, will in no wise
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abrogate or mar either the friendship or admiration I have
for him. The statement made by the distinguished gentle-
man, my good friend from Kansas, CLirrorp Horg, that no
damage would be done by removal of the restrictive provi-
sions of the bill under controversy leads me to believe that
he has made little study of the real facts with reference to
the United States cane-sugar-refining industry.

This industry is now operating at less than 65 percent
capacity. The average melt of the 3 years under the Sugar
Control Act, 1934-36, was 63 percent—4,402,000 tons. The
year 1936 was 64 percent—4,515,000 tons.

This is much less than the refiners’ production of earlier
years. In 1925 the melt was 5,748,000 tons, and in no year
until after 1930 did it fall below 5,000,000 tons. The gentle-
man from Kansas suggested that if the restrictions were
removed from Puerto Rico and Hawaii it would merely mean
the importation of a small amount in excess of 1,800,000 tons
of cane sugar for direct consumption. I hope my friend
will take his pencil and subtract that sum from the 4,515,000
tons refined in 1936. No industry operating at as high costs
and under such burden of fixed charges can withstand such
a terrific competitive loss.

The chief factors bringing about the reduction which has
occurred in continental refiners’ production have been in-
creased imports of refined sugar from insular areas, such as
Cuba, together with American insular areas. In addition,
but minor in effect, were the rise and effect of tariff-protected
sugar and the vanishing of export demand for refined sugar.

The reasons behind these factors include lower labor
charges and fixed charges in the insular areas; after 1930,
the tariff differential between refined and raw sugar, which
tended to promote offshore refining. Added to these, the
general decline in farm prices and demand for farm produce,
tending to turn farmers from other production to sugar
beets, increasing economic nationalism, rising trade barriers,
and the depression reduced incomes, which seriously affected
consumption. The large capacity of the seaboard refiner
was developed by the exigencies of the World War. The
successive reduction in outpub leit a smaller number of units
over which the tremendous overhead could be spread. This
has successively tended to increase the refining cost per unit
and thereby lessens the ability of the continental industry to
meet competition of its rival in the American refined-sugar
market.

I hold, Mr. Chairman, that the destruction of the conti-
nental market for cane sugar is the only objective to be
obtained by voting up the amendment to be offered by my
distinguished and highly esteemed friend, the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. Jones]l. Cane-sugar producers in the con-
tinental United States have their only market for the raw
product in the refining industry, inasmuch as we do not
consume raw SUgar.

The main argument advanced by those who insist upon
the removal of refined-sugar quotas for Hawaii and Puerto
Rico is that they demand equality of treatment under the
flag. They argue that, inasmuch as there are no frade bar-
riers between individual States on the processing of their
respective products for marketing elsewhere, that there
should be none for the refining of sugar in Hawaii and
Puerfo Rico for marketing in continental United States. I
resist the theoretical phase of such an argument which
wholly ignores the objective of the quota system or what, in
fact, the quota system is.

This quota legislation does not seek the establishment of
a political status, nor does it raise racial or citizenship ques-
tions, but deals wholly and solely with an economical prob-
lem in an effort to solve it on an economically fair basis.
Its very escence is the stabilization of the industry, together
with those markets through limitations of both production
and processing, It makes allocations by production limita-
tion to each area which supplies the continental market. As
a starting point, it must inevitably take the entire industry
as it existed in 1934 as a basis for a beginning. So the
establishment of the quota system and perforce limitation
of expansion of groups or elements therein would conform
to economic law and fair dealing.
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The limitation of expansion is applied in the case of
Puerto Rico and Hawaii on the fairest possible basis, that of
taking the highest peak of the refined sugar processed in
Hawali and Puerto Rico, both prior to the enactment of the
law of 1934 as the limit set up in this bill.

Regarding conditions extant in 1934, the restrictions on
Hawaii and Puerto Rico will bear honest comparison with
those levied on the States of the Union; and I submit, Mr.
Chairman, that they are far less severe, I again call atten-
tion, by example, to my State, Texas, which formerly pro-
duced both sugar beets and sugarcane, not now allowed
under the quota to reenter that field of produce. Massa-
chusetts and New York once grew beets to make sugar, and
they are likewise barred to reenter that industry. The quota
system merely pegs the industry with a few minor read-
justments to its status of 1934. This is done on the equit-
able plan which permits no area or factor in the industry to
use the profits and benefits under the quota system to
destroy or injure the business of any other area or group.
The question does not resolve itself, Mr. Chairman, as to
whether all areas or groups under the bill are treated by
identical formulas but rather taking into consideration the
objective of obtaining for each area an equitable and eco-
nomical result after consideration of all of the circumstances
in the composite picture.

If the restrictions are removed on Hawaii and Puerto Rico
as fo direct consumption sugar, the underlying and essential
principle of the entire quota system will be disrupted and
violated. If that is done these two islands will be given a
tremendously preferential right over the continental refin-
ing industry, which, in my opinion, will finally destroy it, and
with it the market to which continental producers must go
with their product. This because the quota system denies
continental refiners from obtaining their material elsewhere.
The quota plan permits these insular American citizens to
ship to the continental market the maximum amount they
have ever shipped prior to 1934, but, on the other hand, it
restricts the volume of continental refining to a figure tanta-
mount to 60 percent of their capacity and far below their
performance over a long period of years.

The applied principle is identical. The discrimination or
inequality, if any, when final results are reviewed, is against
continental refining and not in its favor and is far more fair
and reasonable to Hawaii and Puerto Rico. They at least
are not required to cut down nor are they caused to do so
from their previous performance. They were merely pre-
cluded from expansion of their shipments to the continent.

In exchange for this restrictive provision, if there should
be involved a sacrifice on the part of Puerto Rico and Hawaii
because of the limitation on the quantity of raw sugar which
they produce to a reasonable figure based on past perform-
ance, these islands are receiving subsidies from the people
of the continent amounting to around $1,000,000 annually.

In conclusion, Mr, Chairman, no State in the Union in
continental United States receives comparable benefits under
the operation of the Sugar Act. No other sector of the en-
tire sugar industry enjoys greater prosperity than do Puerto
Rico and Hawaii. It seems unreasonable to cry discrimina-
tion when the measure before us simply provides that they
are not to use that prosperity, paid for by American con-
sumers under the quota system, to destroy the old-established
continental refining industry which constitutes the only mar-
ket which the continental producers of cane sugar have.
This, Mr. Chairman, would be more than discrimination. If
would be grossest inequity tantamount to malpractice. I do
not propose to go into recriminations or the criticisms which
inevitably rear the ugly head of sectionalism. On the con-
trary, I have attempted with great solemnity of purpose to
present the picture developed in my mind after long and ex-
haustive hearings before the House Committee on Agricul-
ture, of which I am a member.

Mr. Chairman, these are my conclusions, and upon them
I will cast my vote and because of them I make this plea.
[Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.]
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Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes fo the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. WOODRUFF].

Mr. WOODRUFF. Mr. Chairman, I approach a discus-
sion of the merits of this bill this afternoon with a little
hesitation because of the limited time at my disposal. You
Members who have served for any number of years realize
that I have arisen in my place in this House on many
occasions to defend the American sugar industry and to do
whatever I could to bring about its ever-increasing develop-
ment.

Something has been said by the previous speakers about
the discrimination that is supposed fo exist in this bill
against certain producers in our island possessions. I would
like to discuss that particular phase of the question for a
moment. The gentleman from Hawaii [Mr, Kingl, a gentle-
man of great ability for whom I have the greatest respect
and no little affection, made the plea that the people whom
he represents were being discriminated against in the com-
mitiee bill. Now, let us see about that. The gentleman
bases his opinion upon the fact that certain restrictions upon
the development of the sugar industry in Hawaii are carried
in this bill. The gentleman entirely overloocks the fact that
every element of the sugar indusiry, either in continental
United States or in our island possessions, regardless of
what that element is, is also restricted in this bill and has
been restricted in its development and in operations, since
this administration put upon the statute books the first
sugar-control bill.

Mr. Chairman, when the present administration took over
the management of the governmental affairs of this country
there existed in my home city three large beet-sugar refining
plants. The beets which those plants refined were grown
by the farmers of my district within a radius of 20 miles of
those plants. The first sugar-control bill, Mr. Chairman,
resulted in the closing and dismantling of one of those
plants. More recent legislation and the announcement of
policy upen the part of the administration this year resulted
in the closing of another one of those plants, and today in
my city there is but one refining plant still in operation. I
should say if there has been discrimination against any
element of the sugar industry anywhere under the American
flag it has been directed against the industry of the mainland.

I call the attention of the gentleman from Hawaii to the
fact that this bill does not in any way provide for a reduc-
tion of any of the sugar activities in those islands. It still
permits Hawaii to refine 29,000 tons of sugar each year, and
they are still permitted the same quota of raw sugar pro-
duction which they had last year. There is no discrimina-
tion in the bill as it is now written against either Hawaii or
Puerto Rico. It seems to me, Mr, Chairman, that if there
is discrimination in anything proposed in the bill or pro-
posed by others which is not now in the bill, it will be found
in the amendment to be offered to the bill by the chairman
of the committee, the gentleman from Texas [Mr. JonEs],
a gentleman for whom I have more than a great respect,
a gentleman who has always dealt fairly with the domestic
sugar industry so far as he could, and who will in the years
to come be known as one of the great chairmen of this great
committee. He will—I assume upon request—offer an
amendment which does provide for a discrimination, but it
is not a discrimination against the sugar activities or sugar
industries of either Puerto Rico or Hawaii.

Mr. Chairman, we have something more than 14,000
American citizens working in the great cane-sugar refining
plants located in continental United States, in which many
thousands of our American people have invested their sav-
ings. The employees in these factories live in this country;
they hold jobs in this country. The amendment which will
be offered by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Jones] would,
in the final analysis if adopted and enacted into law, result
in the ultimate destruction of that investmenf and throw
out of employment those 14,000 men of whom I speak.

Today Hawaii is authorized to refine 29,000 tons of sugar.
This is all the refining capacity of the Hawaiian factories,
In order to increase that amount, this possession of ours
would find it necessary to build other refining plants. A
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similar situation exists in Puerto Rico. If we increase the
quota for direct-consumption sugar coming from that pos-
session it means that they must necessarily build in those
islands additional refining plants,

What will we be asked to do when that amendment is
offered? We will be asked through legislation to declare a
death sentence upon the investments made in this country;
we will be asked to destroy plants which already exist in
this country; we will be asked to throw out of employment
American citizens living here who now have jobs. We will
be asked to do these things in order that people living in
our possessions may have the authority and the opportunity
to build in the place of the things we would destroy in this
country other institutions of like character that their people
may have opportunities for investment and that their citi=
zens may have opportunities for more jobs.

It would seem to me, Mr. Chairman, that if there is any
discrimination to be found anywhere in this bill or which
will be proposed by any amendment, that it is a discrimina-
tion against American citizens living in continental United
States and not in the possessions of the United States.

Mr. Chairman, there is another phase of the situation
that ought to be discussed at this time, it seems to me, and
I want to carry the minds of the members of this commit-
tee back to the days when Secrefary of Agriculture Wal-
lace appeared before the committees of Congress and testi-
fled to his belief that the sugar industry of this country
was an inefficient industry, that it ought never to have been
started in this country, that it ought to be destroyed. He
also made the statement at the time, Mr. Chairman, “that
it does not seem to be politically possible to destroy this
industry at the moment.”

Now, Mr. Chairman, I think there has never been so
much harmony, so much cooperation between the various
elements of the sugar industry of this country as there is
at this time. I grant the truth of the things said by my
friend the gentleman from EKansas awhile ago relative to
the refiners; and I am perfectly aware of the fact that in
days gone by they have not played fair with the sugar-
beet industry.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. KINZER. Mr, Chairman, I yield 3 additional minutes
to the gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. WOODRUFF. I may add, however, that these re-
finers have finally come to the realization that if they are
to be permitted to live industrially they must cast their
lot and their political support with representatives in the
House and in the Senate from the great beet- and cane-
sugar areas of this country. They realize that if they are
going to continue to live they must necessarily have the
support of those who represent these sections and States.
In the past I have resented their activities, their actions,
their whole attitude toward the domestic productive indus-
try, but that is water over the wheel. We are faced with
a situation which in the last analysis means the destruction
of one part of the sugar industry in this country. I refer,
of course, to the refining end of the industry. So far as I
know I have never even met a man who owned a share of
stock in this industry, but I am concerned in preserving
the investments in the refining industry in this country. I
am concerned in preserving the jobs of these 14,000 Ameri-
can citizens who work and spend their wages in this coun-
try. If this industry is destroyed, those men who today
are actively supporting this measure and who are voicing
their approval of this bill, men who come from sections
of the country where refining industries exist, will then
no longer be interested in maintaining the great sugar-
beet and cane-growing activities of this country which mean
so much to the American farmers. When that time comes,
when our forces are reduced to only those States which
now produce beet and cane sugar, if Mr. Wallace is still
Secretary of Agriculture, he will then find it politically pos-
sible to eliminate the sugar industry of this country entirely.

Mr. WOODRUFF. Yes; very gladly.
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Mr. MANSFIELD. Does not the gentleman believe that
if the domestic refiners are put out of business that that
will leave a monopoly in the hands of foreign refiners and
that the price of sugar will be increased correspondingly?

Mr. WOODRUFF. I wish I had time to go into that. It
would have a great effect upon the price of sugar, as history
has taught us. I refer any doubting Member to the year
1920, during a part of which when American beet sugar was off
the market and when the importers of offshore refined sugar
had an opportunity to fix, without competition, the price
of sugar to the American consumers. The American house-
wife at that time had to pay as high as 32 cents a pound
for the sugar she bought. Compare that with the 5 or 5%
cents per pound she pays when the domestic industry is
flourishing. I commend that statement to the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. Harranl, who this affernoon expressed an
interest in the consuming public. [Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. JONES. Mr, Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr, Hookl.

Mr. HOOEK. Mr. Chairman, it is rather difficult to cover
all the points in this bill in the short time allotted to me.
I listened with interest to the well-informed gentleman from
Kansas [Mr. Hore] when he said that the refined cost in the
United States was less than the refined cost in Cuba. In
other words, it cost more to refine sugar in Cuba or at least
as much as it does in the United States.

The details of the cost per hundred pounds of refining
sugar in the United States and Cuba were reported in the
United States Tariff Commission Table 56, Report 73, for
the period 1929 to 1931, which is the latest information we
have available. That shows the average refining cost in the
United States to be 0.6591 and in Cuba 0.581. So that argu-
ment falls by the wayside.

Then we get down to the question of prices to the con-
sumer. When the Jones-Costigan Act went into effect in
1925 the price to the consumer was 5.448 per pound refined,
and retail 7.2. In 1933 to 1936 the average price to the con-
sumer of refined sugar was 5.4 to 5.6. So that under the
provisions of the Jones-Costigan Act, which this bill will
continue, the price of sugar was stabilized and the cost to
the consumer is less than under provisions existing previous
to the enactment of those provisions.

Let us get down to the proposition in which I am inter-
ested and that is the labor provision. I hold in my hand
a letter I received this afternoon from the president of the
American Federation of Labor, Mr. Green, in which he says:

My Dear ConcrEssMaN: I am taking the liberty of sending
you this short note, because the American Federation of Labor
is deeply interested in the protection of the economic welfare of
the workers employed in sugar refineries in the United States.
I understand the Agriculture Committee has reported a measure
for consideration and action by the House of Representatives. I
sincerely hope this bill may provide such adequate restrictions
upon the importation of refined sugar from Cuba as may be
necessary in order to protect wage standards and provide employ-
ment in the sugar-refining industry in the United States. It
would seem but fair and just that such reasonable limitations
against the importation of refined sugar from our insular posses-
sions as circumstances may require ought to be incorporated in
the measure.

I will appreciate it very much if these recommendations in be-
half of labor may be given favorable consideration.

Sincerely yours,
WM. GREEN,
President, American Federation of Labor.

Mr. LORD. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOOK. I cannot yield.

Mr. Chairman, may I say that it was no small task to
bring this bill out from the Committee on Agriculture, I
want to go back to the beginning of the hearings and call
attention to page 364 thereof, at which time Mr. Robins, of
the Department of Agriculture, refused to testify before the
Committee on Agriculture. The gentleman from Kansas
and myself insisted that a member of the Department
testify. He did not want to testify for the record. Now,
that very Department and those men want to impose a
restriction upon the continental United States. They want
you to take out section 207. They want you fo allow refined
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sugar to come into the United States unrestricted, yet they
did not have the nerve to testify before the committee until
we forced them to do so. When they get control of the
refined-sugar factories and drop the price of sugar—run our
industry out—up will go the price as was done during and
after the World War 27 cents per pound. Please do not
allow this to happen.

Then what happened? When we did report a bill, they
even went to the Rules Committee and to the leaders of the
House and said, “We do not want a bill to be reported until
it has been amended as we want it.”

Mr, Chairman, I say it is about time that we as Repre-
sentatives of the people of the United States legislate as we
see fit and not let other people hand bills to us to be passed.
If this bill had been refused a rule because it was not in the
form as demanded by the departments, we might just as
well have said, “Let the departments write all legislation
and when drafted hand it to the Rules Committee.” You
do not need us Congressmen or any committee work, so we
will be more than pleased to go home. If we are not going
to be allowed our constitutional prerogatives, please do not
make us suffer. Let us go home. Is not that ridiculous?
But, after all, that is just what they tried and are still trying
here,

They say the President will veto this bill if subdivisions (a)
and (b) of section 207 are not stricken out. I do not believe
this because he stated in his message to Congress:

The Jones-Costigan Act has been useful and effective and it is
my belief that its principles should again be made effective. I
therefore recommend to the Congress the enactment of the sugar

quota system and its necessary complements, which will restore the
operations of the principles on which the Jones-Costigan Act was
based.

In a message to Congress dated February 8, 1934, Presi-
dent Roosevelt recommended the passage of sugar legislation.
Secretary of Agriculture Wallace, in a press release at that
time, stated:

The administration recognized that domestic beet and cane pro-
ducers will suffer the disastrous effect of further price declines

unless the impact of insular production on the domestic market is
modified through a definite restriction of shipments.

The result was the Jones-Costigan Act. This law has
proven to be a lifesaver to all. It restricted the shipment
of refined sugar from all offshore areas, including Cuba and
Hawaii, and rightly so, for the protection of both labor and
the consumer.

The subcommittee of the Committee on Agriculture which
was appointed to consider the sugar question agrees with the
President of the United States. We believe that the prin-
ciples of the Jones-Costigan Act should be continued. We
held hearings and heard this problem discussed from every
possible angle. Representatives of all sides were heard.
After this discussion and a careful consideration of the
testimony in executive session the subcommittee reported
a sugar bill. The full committee considered the subcommit-
tee’s finding, and, with a few changes, reported the bill,
which is now before this House,

The Democratic platform in one part states:

We will continue, as in the past, to give adequate protection
to our farmers and manufacturers against unfair competition or
dumping on our shores commodities and goods produced abroad
by cheap labor or subsidized by foreign governments,

We in the Agricultural Committee reported out this bill,
which does exactly as the President requested in his mes-
sage. It extends the principles of the Jones-Costigan Act.
It follows ouf the promises of the Democratic platform of
1936. And I am certain that cloaked undercover news
claiming a Presidential veto have no foundation any more
than many other bluffs that have been attempted by some
of the “brain trusters” who are on the pay roll of the insular
and foreign sugar monopolists. Do not be frightened by
such rumors. Stand up like men and pass the legislation
that a unanimous committee reported after months and
months of serious study.

If you do this the beet and sugar growers will be thank-
ful, the consumers will be thankful, but most of all union
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lahor—the men and women in continental America who
labor for their daily bread in the sugar industry, some 75,000
of them—will be everlastingly grateful. I thank the presi-
dent of the American Federation of Labor, Mr, William
Green, for his kind letter to me in behalf of labor, and as-
sure him I will continue to fight for organized labor as I
have always done in the past.

I have heard the Delegate from Hawaii talk about labor
conditions in the island of Hawail. Let me quote what the
Department of Labor has to say about that. I quote from
a bulletin of the United States Bureau of Labor Statistics on
labor conditions in the Territory of Hawaii—Bulletin No. 534,
pages 14 and 15. The source of labor for the sugarcane
industry in the Territory of Hawaii has shiffed many times,
being originally the Hawaiian Islands, and subsequently
China, Japan, Portugal, Spain, Puerto Rico, and Korea. The
present tendency is to depend almost exclusively on the
Philippine Islands as the source of supply.

Table 12, secured from the immigration bureau at Honolulu,

shows the Filipinos arriving at and departing from Hawaili over
a period of years:

TaeLe 12—Filipinos arriving at ﬁ';‘; departing from Hawaii, 1922
to

Arriving from— Departing to—
Fiscal year ending June 30— :

Orient | 3M8M- | Orjent | Asin-
B, 675 38 2,074 8
1;"?3 6, 530 9 925 @7
1024 5,015 40 2 604 2118
1025 10, 360 3 2, 769 831
1926 4,005 %0 2,715 2,888
1027 6, 875 8 3,671 2,254
1928 12,572 132 4,008 1, 515
1929, 9,503 180 4,800 2,374
Total 65, 524 660 23, 665 13,015

Table 13 shows the Filipinos arriving at and departing from
Hawalii by age and sex.

TasLE 13 —Filipinos arriving at and departing from Hawaii, 1925
to 1929, by age and sex

Arriving from—
Orient Mainland
Fiscal year end-
ingJune 30— | ypder16 | Over 16 Under 16 | Over 16
i T | Tl = e | ot
o [ - e
Male| 1o | Male| mgje Male| gle [Male| ol
192 .| o210 108 0,414| 631 10,388 4 w 7 @
T AR 10 im 129] 40050 3 _._| m 9 w0
m:g:m‘"""'"" g'ég s I%gg """ 3 111 117 6 13??4
o M1E &1
W T8 54| 9,320 143| 9,593 Bl 2 150
Total..| 408 252042,180[ 1,468 44404] 18] 2% 41| 4 om
uly 1 to Dec.
Iy. ...... 3a| 31 3.m| 87| 8,871 o| sl 98 4l 105
Departing to—
Orient Mainland
Fiscal year end
ingJune 30— | yrgeris | Over1s Under16 | Over1s
F F F e
e ¢ e o
Male male Male male Male male Male male
| 100 18 2120 20 2 os| 18| | 3 sm
T e oy 10 03| 2, 265 2,715 85, 50| 2,436| 317| 2,888
D R 8 s e
Sty 358! 405] 2 742 +
T ——] 851] 324] 3,787 347 4, a1 271 2, 432,3?4
Total. .| 1,420f 1,339 13, 44| 1,700 17,072 7| 73| 8 ssa| 0] 9,842
1 to Dec.
o, ---...mlMIwo]u:%Iz.ml f 4 m ml
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There is much discussion and a considerable feeling as to the
advisability of the continuance of this immigration. The rapid
development of the pineapple industry makes it no longer solely a
sugarcane question. Formerly the sugar growers engaged the Fili-
pino on his native heath and paid for his transportation to
Hawali, but this practice has been abandoned. The Hawalian
Sugar Planters’ Assoclation now has its agents in the Philippines
engaging labor, but these workers must pay their own way to
Hawail. Upon arrival, they are given a contract or agreement
that if they will work on the sugar plantations for a period of
8 years, their return expense to the Philippines, should they
wish to return, will be pald by the sugar planters’ association.

From the plantation managers' point of view, Filipino labor is
reasonably satisfactory, although there is not complete unanimity
of opinion among such . For instance, a of &
plantation on the island of Hawail said to his board of directors:

“We were well supplied with labor all through the season and
work was kept well in hand. Our Filipinos are a restless lot,
changing around from place to place. We trust that the sug-
gested change in the contracts, whereby it is required of them
to stay at least 1 year continuously at the pla.ce they are assigned
to, will work out to the benefit of all concerned.”

The following statement from an official of the association is
interesting as bearing upon this question:

“With the Filipino labor there is a continuous and from the
standpoint of employers undesirable amount of shifting from
one plantation to another. Due to the fact that Filipinos have
relatives in great numbers and to remote degrees of consanguine
ity, we find men shifting from one plantation to another, giving
as their excuse that they want to be with a cousin, um:le,
brother, or some other connection on a second plantation. In
our agreements with the laborer which we make after the ar-
rival of Filipincs in Hawail, we promise to return them to the
Philippines after 3 years’ work on plantations, providing they
have complied with the terms of the work agreement. These
terms require that they must have worked 1 year on one plan-
tation and do not prohibit their moving between plantations.
We send back as having completed the contract hundreds and
even thousands of men whose work record must be secured from
two, three, four, and maybe more plantations during the period
of employment here. Within the last year we have caused our
work agreement to be slightly changed, requiring the man to
work the first year on the plantation to which first assigned,
but even then a transfer is permitted, providing the man ap-
plies for it and it is approved, so that if he has good reason to
move he may do so without forfelting his rights. If he doesn't
desire to apply for the transfer, he may move anyhow, but of
course under those conditions he wouldn't have the benefits of
his work agreement.”

A study of length of service in Hawaill of Plupinos who re-
turned to the Philippines for various reasons during the labor
year October 1, 1928, to September 30, 1929, discloses the
following:

Oflazcasesofslckmenreportedtothesugsrplantars ass0=
ciation as being from hospitals but unable to go back
to work, and desirous of returmng to their homes in the Philip=
pines, the length of service on sugar plantations averaged 51
months; their average stay on the islands was 65 months, and
they had worked on an average of 1.7 different plantations.

Of the contract Filipinos who had fulfilled their contracts,
1,922 desired to be returned during the year. The average so-
Journ of these men on the islands was 54 months, their average
service on sugar plantations was 535 months, and they had
worked on an average of 1.4 plantations. The required service
to secure the right to free return is 36 months of 20 days, or 720
days’ work on plantations.

The labor conditions in Hawaii are so bad that even the
cheap coolie contract labor could not stand it, and they
had to change from county to county in order to bring
about the labor conditions they wished. Will we be a party
to such discrimination against United States laboring men?

So much for Hawaii. I could go on and on and show
how they are not fair to labor. That the United States
continental laborer is being gouged by this group of schem-
ing monopolistic manipulators of human flesh for their own
selfish gains.

How about Puerto Rico? The Puerto Ricans pay no in=-
come tax; they are not subject to the Social Security Act;
they are exempt, so I am informed, from the provisions of
the new wage and hour law. Still we poured $20,000,000 of
relief money in those islands. Now they want to wreck the
American market and destroy our refining industry, throw
thousands of our laboring men on the continent out of
work so that they may use their cheap tropical labor in
the islands, and then sell their sugar on our market at a
high price. I know you representatives of democracy, who
want fair play, will not allow this to be done. Vote against
the amendment that is to be offered to take subdivisions
(a) and (b) of section 207 out of this bill, and give our own
continental labor a break,




1937

Mr, HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. BOILEAU].

Mr. BOILEAU." Mr. Chairman, this bill has been given
very careful thought and consideration, not only by the
members of the subcommittee but by the members of the full
Committee on Agriculture. The bill as reported to the House
is the result of months of careful and thoughtful considera-
tion and after the views of all interested parties were placed
before the committee,

This is not a perfect bill. No particular group in the
sugar industry is entirely satisfled with it. It is a compro-
mise among the various groups, but it is a bill which the com-
mittee feels deals fairly with all the groups.

A good deal has been said about discrimination against
Hawaii and Puerto Rico under the terms of this bill. I do
not believe those Territories are discriminated against, be-
cause they are permitted to import direct-consumption sugar
into this country in volume as great as they ever sent into
continental United States at any time in the history of the
country. They are not having their refining of sugar re-
duced or curtailed. They are permitted to bring into conti-
nental United States as much refined or direct-consumption
sugar as they have ever brought in here. They say they
are being discriminated against because they are not per-
mitted to increase the importation of direct-consumption
sugar into this country.

Mr. Chairman, if that is discrimination, may I say that
the beet-sugar industry in this country is being discriminated
against far more than is either Hawaii or Puerto Rico. In
my own State of Wisconsin there are refineries that have
been closed for several years. These refineries have not
opened even under the Jones-Costigan law and probably will
not be opened on account of the quota system that will be
in effect after this bill is enacted into law. Those refineries
have the capacity to refine beet sugar, but under the opera-
tion of this bill they will be prevented from operating be-
cause we limit the supply of beets, and when you limit the
supply of beets in a beet area we are to that extent limiting
the operation of the beet-sugar refineries. The beet-sugar
refineries are all forced to curtail their production. Our
refineries cannot import beets from some other country.
That is ridiculous because the cost is prohibitive,

Mr. HOPE, Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, BOILEAU. I yield to the gentleman from Kansas.

Mr. HOPE. The refineries in the gentleman’s district
which are closed are, of course, beet-sugar refineries?

Mr. BOILEAU. That is right.

Mr. HOPE. Were they closed as a result of the Jones-
Costigan Act or were they closed before that fime?

Mr. BOILEAU. I think I made that clear. They were
closed before the Jones-Costigan Act went into operation, but
they have not opened since and they probably will not open.
The reason they will not open is because we reduce the avail-
able supply of beets. If there were no quota provisions in
effect and if they could produce beets around the beet-sugar
refineries, they would be in operation.

Mr. LANZETTA. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BOILEAU. I yield to the gentleman from New York.

Mr. LANZETTA. Is it not a fact that the beet areas have
never produced the quotas allotted to them under the Jones-
Costigan law?

Mr. BOILEAU, I believe that is true because of the fact
they were so demoralized a few years ago they just started to
build up.

Mr. LANZETTA. They did not produce the quota allotted
to them under the Jones-Costigan law.

Mr. BOILEAU. I have just finished answering the
gentleman on that guestion.

Mr. HOPE. Have the factories of which the genfleman
speaks made any effort to get a quota under the Jones-
Costigan Act?

Mr. BOILEAU. I do not know. I cannot speak with cer-
tainty in that regard. I may say, however, if you want to talk
about discrimination, that you are telling the beet refineries
of this country “You cannot produce beet sugar” because you
are limiting the supply. You are saying they cannot produce
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an abundance of beets. You are restricting the amount of
beets that can be produced, and to the same extent you are
thereby restricting the amount of sugar that can be refined.

Mr. LANZETTA. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BOILEAU. I yield to the gentleman from New York.

Mr. LANZETTA. Is not the gentleman’s argument
fallacious?

Mr, BOILEAU, The gentleman may think it is.

‘Mr. LANZETTA. In one breath the gentleman states that
the beet areas have been unable to produce their quotas, and
in the next breath he says that his State is being restricted
in the production of sugar beets under this bill.

Mr. BOILEAU. Oh, I did not say they had been unable to
do so.

Mr., LANZETTA. It is a fact that they did not produce
their quotas.

Mr. BOILEAU. I say they have been unable to produce
their quotas because of the demoralized price of a few years
ago. They went down in their production and are just start-
ing to build up. The gentleman should know, if he does not
know, that the beet areas in this country are capable of pro-
ducing a whole lot more sugar than they are producing, My
own State has reduced its production tremendously in recent
years.

Mr. LANZETTA. I do know that the refineries which the
gentleman complains of are not placed under any restriction
in this bill. They may operate if they wish to.

Mr. BOILEAU. Iam not complaining about any refineries.
I am saying that in those areas where you restrict production,
by the same law which restricts the production you restrict
the amount of sugar which can be refined. This is just like
two and two are four; it makes sense. You are restricting
production, and I am not saying it is unwise, and I am not
complaining of it. I think it is necessary for the stabiliza-
tion of the industry that we have this bill, but we are restrict-
ing the production of beet sugar.

Mr. BUCKLER of Minnesota. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, BOILEAU. I yield to the gentleman from Minnesota.

Mr. BUCKLER of Minnesota. A few minutes ago the gen-
tleman made the statement that the beet-sugar manufac-
turers were not filling their quotas. I have a beet-sugar
refiner up in the Red River Valley in my country. A farmer
up there cannot get a quota unless some other farmer drops
out. We could use two quotas up in our country if we had a
chance to sell the beets.

Mr. BOILEAU. Absolutely. There are thousands of acres
right around the gentleman’s own territory which have not
been planted to beets but which could be planted to beets if
the growers were given a quota. If we increased the number
of beets available, we would thereby be increasing the amount
of sugar which could be refined in these refineries. We are
restricting the operations of our local refineries not by put-
ting into the law that the refineries are deprived of the right
to refine so much sugar but because the effect of the legisla-
tion is that we deprive the refineries of the sugar beets.
They cannot make beet sugar out of apples or potatoes, they
must have sugar beets. When we restrict the production of
sugar beets we restrict the production of beet sugar.

Mr. HEALEY., Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Ltir. BOILEAU. I yield to the gentleman from Massachu-
setts.

Mr. HEALEY. May I supplement the statement of the
gentleman by saying that in this bill we are also restricting
the production of cane sugar in continental United States.

Mr. BOILEAU. Absolutely. It all comes down to this,
that the sugar industry as a whole was suffering. Then we
passed the Jones-Costigan Act, which worked out so well
that they want more of it, they want a better bill, they want
this type of legislation. If we are going to help the sugar
industry, we must stabilize the entire industry. If we are
going to make sugar production profitable in Hawaii and
Puerto Rico and all the other producing areas, we should at
the same time not try to do all we can to disrupt the existing
refining business but should try fo stabilize the industry to
the point where it was before we put the Jones-Costigan Act
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into operation. We should try to stabilize the industry, and
we can stabilize it by using the same type of legislation to
affect the refining industry as we are putting into effect with
reference to production, that is, this bill.

This is a fair proposition. Puerto Rico and Hawaii are
getting refined-sugar quotas as large as any amounts that
have ever been produced in the history of the islands. Why
should they have more at the expense of the industry on the
mainland? We are not treating them differently than we are
treating other American citizens. We are restricting the
operations of all classes of producers of sugar, and we are
also by restricting production thereby restricting the opera-
tions and the production of the refineries.

Mr. LANZETTA. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BOILEAU. I yield to the gentleman from New York.

Mr. LANZETTA. Does not the gentleman think that we
should give larger quotas to the beet- and cane-sugar pro-
ducers of the United States, so as to keep the refineries both
in the gentleman’s district and other districts in operation?

Mr. BOILEAU. No. I may say that this bill is an attempt
to compromise differences of opinion, as I stated in the begin-
ning of my remarks. I believe this bill is about as good a
bill as it is humanly possible to draw, considering all the
conflicting interests involved. I think every group is given
fair consideration, but no group has received as much as it
wants. I think this is a good compromise and is a bill we can
get behind and support. [Applause.l

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. COFFEE of Nebraska. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 min-
utes to the gentleman from Florida [Mr. Wircox].

Mr. WILCOX. Mr. Chairman, on a number of occasions I
have expressed my opinion concerning various pieces of legis-
lation which have been adopted by the Congress in the past
4 years regulating and restricting production of various com-
modities in the United States. I may repeat at this time my
own personal position and the position of my State, not only
with reference fo the regulation of the sugar business but all
regulatory and restrictive legislation.

My position and the position of my State is that the
American market belongs first to the American producer.
[Applause.] Our position is that the American farmer, the
American manufacturer, and the American producer should
be permitted to produce to their full capacity, and then, if
the consumption requirements of this country exceed the
production ability of the country, the excess should be allo-
cated to other countries which in turn trade with this Nation.

My objection to the present bill, Mr. Chairman, is that it
begins the allocation of quotas at the wrong end. Some gen-
tleman during the course of this debate has pointed out
that it is necessary to restrict and quota the production of
sugar in the United States because of a reciprocal-trade
agreement with the Republic of Cuba. I concur in that
view as to why this course has been adopted, and I call your
attention to the fact that continental United States pro-
duces less than one-third of its own consumption require-
ments of sugar; and yet in this bill American producers are
restricted and limited as fo the amount of sugar which they
may produce, in order that the Republic of Cuba may have
some 2,000,000 tons of sugar fo ship into this country.

I want to call your attention to an incongruous fact that
occurred in my district and in my State about a year and
a half ago as the result of the restrictions on the produc-
tion of sugar. Bearing in mind the fact that this country
produces less than one-third of its own requirements, the
sugar producers of my State and of my district in 1936
were forced to pour 1,000,000 gallons of molasses into the
Everglades and waste it, when the requirements of this
country were three times its production capacity.

Mr. SHORT. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WILCOX. In just a moment.

Now, a great deal has been said during the course of this
debate about discrimination for and against Hawaili and
Puerto Rico. A great deal has been said about the neces-
sity of treating these Territories and possessions as Ameri-
can citizens, So far as my State is concerned, Mr. Chair-
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man, I want to reverse that position. My State asks to be
treated as a Territory. If you will give us the same treat-
ment that you have given Hawaii and Puerto Rico, we will
be more than pleased. Puerto Rico and Hawaii are both
permitted, under this bill, to produce all of the sugar they
require for themselves, and then they are given an allot-
ment of sugar that can be shipped into continental United
States., On the other hand, my State is restricted to 40
percent of its own consumption. This bill says to the sugar
producers of Florida, “You cannot produce the amount of
sugar which you yourselves consume, although you have
demonstrated the fact that you can produce it both effi-
ciently and profitably. You do not want, you do not need,
and you do not ask for a Federal subsidy; you do not need
and you do not ask for Federal assistance; nevertheless, you
will not be permitted to produce even the amount which
you yourselves consume”, and, to make sure that we do not,
the bill provides upon its face that we not only may not
ship in interstate commerce but that we may not market
within our own State the sugar that is produced within our
own area.

Now, I can understand a program like the A. A. A., where,
because of overproduction and consequent decline in price
of certain basic commodities, a restriction of production is
invoked. But I cannot understand a plan which restricts
my State in the production of a necessary element of food
when continental United States produces less than one-
third of its own requirements of that food element.

I could understand a program which limited unprofitable
production in one section of the country, where a subsidy is
necessary, so as to permit profitable production in another
section where no subsidy is required. Such a program
would be in the interest of the consumer. But I fail to see
the justice of a plan which limits production and develop-
ment in that section where the commodity can be produced
profitably without a subsidy, just in order that larger quotas
may be given to those sections which cannot produce it
without a subsidy.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman 5 addi-
tional minutes.

Mr. SHORT. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WILCOX. I will be pleased to yield to the gentleman
from Missouri.

Mr. SHORT. The able gentleman from Florida has been
making a very convincing statement, and I am wondering if
the gentleman can inform the Members of the House how
much money was spent or doled out in benefits to the sugar
growers of his own State under the A. A, A.

Mr. WILCOX. I can answer that question as to one com-
pany, and that is exactly the reason we are objecting to any
further subsidy of that character. One company in my State
was paid a check of $1,260,000 as benefit payments. That
company does not want benefit payments, and we do not
want benefit payments, but what we want is the privilege of
producing sugar. We want the privilege of developing the
industry in our State. Now, I want to pursue that further
for just a momenf——

Mr, SHORT. But it is a fact that the Government paid
one corporation in the gentleman’s State over $1,000,000 for
not producing sugar, when you were allowed to produce only
40 percent of the consumption in the State of Florida and
when the growers poured over 1,000,000 gallons of molasses
into the swamps?

Mr. WILCOX. The gentleman is correct about that.

Mr. SHORT. A very wise policy. [Laughter.]

Mr. WILCOX. Let me call your attention to this fact,
Mr. Chairman. Some years ago the Federal Government
conveyed to the State of Florida some 5,000,000 acres of
what is called the Everglades, a swampy and overflowed sec-
tion of our State. It was regarded as worthless and of no
value for agriculiural purposes. Soon after it was conveyed,
however, it was discovered that this soil is the most fertile
on the face of the globe. Not even the valley of the Nile
can compare with it in fertility. It was necessary, however,
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that it be drained, that it be irrigated, and be made avail-
able for cultivation. Federal, State, local, and private funds
to the extent of more than $100,000,000 have been spent in
bringing this great area into production. Recently tests
were carried on in that area to determine its availability for
the production of sugar. It was discovered that by a peculiar
and particular combination of the right amount of sunshine,
the right amount of rainfall, and the right contents in the
soil, it is the best adapted area on the North American
Continent for the production of sugarcane.

I am told that the average production of sugar through-
out the United States is about 3,600 pounds per acre. In
the Everglades area, one breed of sugarcane has been de-
veloped which, in a limited area, has produced as much as
9 tons to the acre; and this is true not only as to pro-
ductivity but I would call your attention to the fact that
sugarcane planted in the Everglades area has been known
to grow as many as eight crops from one planting. So that
the industry is both efficient and profitable.

I do not believe that this Government has any consti-
tutional, legal, or moral right to say to the citizens of one
of the sovereign States of this Union that they shall not
engage in a perfectly legitimate business so long as they are
willing to do so without Government assistance. I do not
believe that the Federal Government has any constitutional,
legal, or moral right to prohibit the production of a neces-
sary food product, particularly when the entire industry of
the whole country produces less than one-third of the
amount of that food element which it consumes,

Now, a great deal also has been said about wage con-
ditions in the various sections of the country. I call at-
tention to the fact that those who are engaged in the sugar
business in my State pay probably the highest common-
labor rates of any commercial section in the United States.
The common Negro laborer working in the cane fields in
my State is furnished a home in which to live, and a nice
home it is. He is given free electric light, free plumbing,
free water, free fuel, free medical service. He is permitted
to buy his supplies and groceries at wholesale rates. When
8 member of his family becomes sick, he is given free
hospitalization. His children are given free schools and
free school books and free transportation fo school, and
in addition to that he is paid a minimum of $2.70 a day.
That is the minimum wage. It fluctuates from $2.70 at
the bottom to $11.50 per day for the higher paid and more
skilled laborers in the sugar mills. Those are the conditions
in my district. We want the power, we want the right,
we want the privilege of developing that industry in that
great State.

We have no quarrel with the beet-sugar producers of the
West nor with the cane-sugar producers of Louisiana, Puerto
Rico, Hawaii, or the Philippines. We are not trying to cut
down their production nor take away the benefit payments
ithey seek. We are not trying fo hamper or restrict the
growth or development of the sugar business anywhere else
in either continental United States or its Territories. But
we think it is unfair to tie us up with Louisiana and restrict
our development. All we ask—all we seek, all we want—is to
be let alone, Take off the restrictions, and the sugar in-
dustry in Florida will take care of itself.

Florida’s position on the sugar legislation is the same as
Florida's position on all other regulatory legislation. We
believe that the American market belongs first to the Amer-
jcan producer. The American market should be preserved
for the American producer, and he should be protected in
supplying that market as far as his capacity extends. If
there is a surplus demand in America beyond the capacity
of American producers to supply, then the surplus can be and
should be allotted to those countries and those nations which
in turn purchase American goods. But I submit in all fair-
ness and in all justice to all parties concerned that to limit
and restrict American production of an essential food prod-
uct in an area where it can be efficiently and profitably pro-
duced is unreasonable, unfair, inequitable, and un-American.
[Applause.]
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The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Flor-
ida has expired. !

Mr. HOOK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. MANSFIELD],

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. Chairman, we have heard a good
deal said this afternoon to the effect that Hawaii and
Puerto Rico have been discriminated against and virtually
treated as stepchildren of the United States. My observa-
tion and experience lead me to exactly the opposite con-
clusion, and to bear that out I call attention to some legis-
lation dealing with these island possessions with which I
have been closely connected. Every river and harbor bill
enacted within the last 20 years has been through a com-
mittee of which I have been a member and in which I have
taken quite an active part. We now have on the island of
Hawali six major ports, every one of them with a depth of
35 feet. We have expended upon those ports $11,511,000.
The tonnage of Hawail in 1935 was 3,222,000 tons. By far
the major portion of that was sugar, coming into this coun-
try in competition with sugar produced in the United States.
We have very few ports of the depth of 35 feet in this
country. We have only two that exceed it, and they are
New York and Hampton Roads. In the State in which I
live, which handled last year 80 million tons of high-class
freight with a valuation of more than 1 billion dollars,
we have not a port on the shores of Texas 35 feet deep.
The deepest port in Texas was 32 feet up to the beginning
of last year. Is that discrimination?

Take Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands. Some 3 or 4
years ago at the request of the Governor of the Virgin Is-
lands I infroduced a bill extending our river and harbor
laws to those islands. They have quite a small tonnage,
and by far the largest commodity handled in the Virgin
Islands is coal for fueling merchant ships. They ship a
little rum and a little sugar, but not a great deal.

In Puerto Rico we have expended large sums of money.
I have visited and inspected all of the harbors of that
island. I am a friend of Puerto Rico. I have been in favor
of giving them everything they have ever asked for, and I
can assure you that they have asked for everything that their
trade warranted. We have created a number of ports over
there, notably San Juan, and Ponce, Mayaguez, and Arecibo,
and we have been requiring the local contribution there that
we have been requiring of my State of Texas.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Texas
has expired.

Mr. HOOK. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman 2
minutes more.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Take Ponce harbor in Puerto Rico
which is the second largest town and port in Puerto Rico.
‘We put through a bill in 1930 requiring Ponce to contribute
$508,000 as a local contribution on that port. In the last
river and harbor bill we remitted that and actually refunded
to that port $158,000 which they had expended under that
former act of Congress. I do not know of any such in-
stance where we have done that in continental United
States. Down at Lake Charles, La,, within 22 miles of my
State, the people have issued bonds to the extent of about
$3,000,000 and actually dredged a 30-foot channel which they
have been maintaining for about 20 years or perhaps longer,
all at their own expense, and they handled more than
6,000,000 tons of freight last year. If there has been any
discrimination, Mr. Chairman, it has been in favor of the
island possessions, and against continental Unifed States,
and I believe this is true as to sugar and practically every-
thing else. They certainly get the benefit of the tariff on
sugar the same as our home producers.

Mr. HOOK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. MAvERICK],

HAWAIl AND PUERTO RICO INTEGRAL PARTS OF THE UNITED STATES OF
AMERICA

Mr. MAVERICK. Mr, Chairman, I have heard a great deal
this afternoon aboutf the American farmer and the American
producer. The truth of the matter is that, according to the
Constitution of the United States, the man who produces
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sugar in Hawaii and Puerto Rico is an American producer,
because those islands are each an integral part of the United
States of America.

Hawaii and Puerto Rico, my friends—and we all agree to
this—are under the Constitution of the United States. Their
position is precisely that of the State of Texas. The State of
Texas was annexed by the United States of America and
became a part of the Nation; so were Puerto Rico and
Hawaii.

What does this bill do in reference to section 207 (a) and
(b)? It sets up a trade barrier against certain portions of
the United States of America—Hawaii and Puerto Rico. The
distinguished and lovable gentleman from Texas talks about
the ports that we built in Hawaii for the benefit of Hawaii.
Why is there any difference in one part of the United States
of America when it is separated by water and when it is
separated by land?

Mr. KENNEY, Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MAVERICK., I yield. :

Mr. EENNEY. Is it not because they have there the same
standards of labor that they have in China and Japan?

Mr. MAVERICK. I respectfully submit to my friend that
is not the point. The answer fo the gentleman is that that
has not anything to do with the Constitution whatever.
However, I will answer that the standards of agricultural
common labor in Hawaii are as high as they are in Colorado
and certain other portions of the continent of the United
States—

Mr. CUMMINGS. Oh, hold on. [Laughter.]

Mr. MAVERICK. In a moment I will read it out of this
book. It is called the Interdepartmental Rio Grande Com-
mittee. It is from six departments of the United States
Government.

But let me finish my statement about the Constitution.
When we do this—irrespective of labor standards, whether
low or high—we are treating the island of Hawaii, which is a
part of the United States, like a colony. Our high-court
decisions are unanimous that we have no colonies.

Yes, Mr. Chairman, we are denying that portion of the
United States the equal protection of the laws and are actu-
ally discriminating against them. Now, suppose we would
pass a law making a quota against the State of Texas on the
subject of oil, sugar, cattle, or anything else. Suppose we
put a separate quota against the State of Michigan. We
know every man would get up and say that is unconstitu-
tional and would vote against it.

But, getting down to the practical situation, I heard the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Crawrorp] and the gentle-
man from Texas [Mr. KLeserc] discuss the matter of a veto
by the President of the United States if the discriminatory
provisions against Hawaii and Puerto Rico are not removed.
I do not know whether there is going to be a veto or not; but
I did ask the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. Cummings] if
these two special-quota sections, which many regard as
unfair and unconstitutional, were stricken from the bill,
would it still be a good bill, and the gentleman said it would
destroy the processors of sugar, but it would still benefit the
sugar people of the United States.

Mr. CUMMINGS. I said the beet people of the United
States.

Mr. MAVERICEK. I accept the correction from my friend
from Colorado. But I maintain it will still be a good bill,
even to interested parties a fairly good bill, if those sections
are stricken out. But, gentlemen, if this bill is vetoed, as I
have heard it said by Members today on this floor, and we
leave here and do not have any bill af all, it would certainly
be safer and better that we would amend these certain
portions of the bill.

AGRICULTURE, INTERIOR, STATE, ALL OPPOSE BILL—FOR GOOD REASONS

Besides this, we all know that three members of the Cabi-
net oppose those portions of the bill which set up the special
quotas against Hawaii and Puerto Rico. They are the Sec-
retaries of Agriculture, State, and Interior.

A committee of the Department of the Interior says the
restrictions are like—
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The colonialism against which the Colonies rebelled when they
declared their independence,

And—

The essence of Old World colonialism * * * was the right of
the mother country to exploit those colonies, to consider their citi-
zens as occupying a secondary and inferior status, and to place
economic obstacles in their path in favor of commercial interests
in the mother country.

The Interior Department also states that the bill—
Establishes discriminations against of America inhabited by

American citizens, in favor of a rewpga?:nla.na companies already
highly privileged by this legislation.
VETO—NO LEGISLATION. IS THE PRESIDENT RIGHT?

In addition to this, as I have said, it is currently reported
in the press, and has been so stated on this floor, that the
President will veto the bill in its present form. Some have
expressed some dissatisfaction with this.

But let us analyze the situation. Are these three members
of the Cabinet and the President right or not? Are the
expressions of the members of the committee factually cor-
rect? Is it true, as one says, that we rebelled against Eng-
land for the same kind of restrictions? Is it true that
discriminations are established against a part of America
inhabited by American citizens?

It seems to me the answer is yes; that the statements are
true. And if so, is it not reasonable that the President veto
the bill? I do not say any Member of Congress should
change his vote because of a possible veto. I have voted to
override the veto of the President myself. But if the Presi-
dent and three members of the Cabinet are right, why should
we not consider their views?

Mr. HOOK. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MAVERICK. I yield.

Mr. HOOK. Would the gentleman be willing to stay here
until we could either override the President’s veto or vote
on the veto?

Mr. MAVERICE. I am one of those who is willing to
stay here the rest of the year on any subject.

Mr. HOOEK. I hope the gentleman does that in case that
happens.

Mr. MAVERICK. I will be glad to do it, and stay right
here with the gentleman to get all our job done.

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr., MAVERICK. I yield.

Mr. BOILEAU. The gentleman said if we put a quota on
Michigan everyone would be “hollering” about it being un-
constitutional.

Mr. MAVERICK. Yes,

Mr. BOILEAU, Is that not exactly what we are doing in
this bill?

Mr. MAVERICK. Not as to refined sugar. We are not
saying that the State of Michigan or the State of Texas
have different quotas as to refined sugar as against other
parts of the Nation. We are applying this bill in general
to the United States of America, but are setting up a sep-
arate quota in reference to refined sugar, only doing so in
reference to Hawaii and Puerto Rico.

Mr. MANSFIELD, Do we not have a quota on Texas oil?

Mr. MAVERICK. Yes; but it is on an entirely different
theory of government. That is under the “hot oil” bill,
where Texas and all States either make quotas on oil or do
not—but Federal laws prohibit them from shipping “hot”
oil, or oil illegally produced within a State, by virtue of
the laws of that State. I submit to my distinguished friend
and able colleague from Texas that that is different.

HAWAII AND PUERTO RICO COMPONENT PARTS OF THE UNITED STATES

Mr. MAVERICK. But let me proceed to sum up in refer-
ence to the position of Hawail and Puerto Rico from a con-
stitutional viewpoinf. They are unquestionably and ad-
mittedly component parts of the United States of America.

I have made three points: First, that the quotas of refined
sugar set up trade barriers, as against another part of the
country, and which we cannot do within the United States
of America; second, to do so is to relegate these parts of the
United States to the rank of colonies and put a discriminat-
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ing tax, burden, duty, or tariff upon them; third, to deny
them the equal protection of the laws.

All of this certainly is in viclation of the Constitution of
the United States.

AMOUNT PAID LABOR IS NOT RELEVANT TO QUESTION

And as to labor, which I will now discuss. I do not believe
that the matter of how much labor is paid in the continental
United States of America, or in Hawaii or Puerto Rico, is
relevant because this is all one Nation. Each section of our
country claims that wages are either lower or higher than
somewhere else, and the wage structure does not mean that
a certain section of the country cannot sell its products. If
the wage structure is to be considered, it should, of course, be
considered upon an equal basis. All should gef the equal pro-
tection of the laws or have the imposition of equal restrictions.

In the same way quotas should be equally applicable. A
separate, distinct, discriminatory quofa is set up against
Hawaii and Puerto Rico in reference to refined sugar which
is not imposed upon continental United States. This dis-
crimination is upon Puerto Rican and Hawaiian business and
industry. That Hawaii has residents who are Chinese or
Japanese laborers does not affect the constitutional question
nor make the discrimination just.

Much has been said about the American standard of living
and in indirect praise of the sugar refiners. So let us discuss
them, and then the labor situaticn., Their business has been
a long trail of slime, and they have a reputation much worse
than almost any industry in the United States of America.

At the present time the average wage of the worker in
the sugar refinery is about $1,005. What this law does is
to make a subsidy on a basis of workers of something like
61,600 each per worker. Of course, the workers do not get
this subsidy themselves.

Reference has been made to the fact that a small group
of people own everything in Hawaii—but in this country
one refinery owns 26 percent of the stock of the Michigan
Beet Sugar Co. and 50 percent of the Spreckels Sugar Co.
One sugar company produces about 45 percent of the sugar
in the Colorado, Wyoming, and Montana area. This par-
ticular company has had as high as 47 percent dividends in
1 year, and on a basis of ifs original investment over the
past 20 years, 50 percent returns per year. In this general
locality, land tenancy back a few years ago was fifty-odd
percent, and it has now risen to 72 to 75 percent. No, gen-
tlemen; the farmers are not independent and the agricul-
tural workers are not of the high-earning capacity.

INTERDEPARTMENTAL REPORT ON SUGAR INDUSTRY

Where do I get this information? I get it from the Inter-
departmental Rio Grande Committee, composed of the Bu-
reau of Indian Affairs, Division of Grazing, General Land
Office, Resettlement Administration, Soil Conservation Serv-
ice, and Forest Service, which means, of course, that in
addition the Department of Interior and Department of
Agriculture, of which some of these bureaus are a part.

What else does this report show?

It shows that the average earnings per family—some of
them extremely large families in certain portions of Colo-
rado—amount to something like $289. Mind you, this is per
family, and not for an individual.

The report also says in that connection:

The need for supplementation of beet-fleld earnings is made
clear by these figures—

And continues that because of the lower earning capacity
of the Spanish-American and Mexican wage earners that—
consequently, for many of the beet wokers, rellef has been the
only resort during the winter.

This report also shows that labor agents are sent to parts
of New Mexico, Texas, and even Mexico to obtain laborers.
In the report advertisements are shown indicating the
cheapest type of labor is obtained to be shipped into Colo-
rado, Nebraska, Wyoming, and Montana.

HAWAII STILL PART OF UNITED STATES, THOUGH SEPARATED BY WATER

Now, I repeat, Mr. Chairman, Hawaii and Puerto Rico are
parts of the United States of America. I repeat that if
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someone should suggest a special or additional quota against
Texas, Michigan, or any other State, that we would unani-
mously agree that was unconstitutional. That there is
water instead of land between here and Hawaii and Puerto
Rico does not make those parts of the United States less a
part than Texas and Massachusetts, although these latter
are separated by land instead of water.

Also I appeal to the gentlemen to look with some sym-
pathy on the amendment to be offered by the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. Jongs], chairman of the Agriculture Com-
mittee. The bill will still be an excellent bill for the sugar
farmers and workers of the United States of America. It
will be fair to the sugar companies and sugar refineries, too.
In other words, I believe that we can agree that certainly
the bill will not be destroyed by the elimination of the spe-
cial requirements and restrictions now imposed upon Puerto
Rico and Hawaii.

I hope that we will pass the bill, but will eliminate un-
reasonable discrimination against Hawaii and Puerto Rico.

Mr. HOOK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr, PETERSON].

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Florida.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is recognized for 8
minutes.

Mr. PETERSON of Florida. Mr. Chairman, at the outset
I want to compliment the committee and its members on
their patience and hard work. They have had all types of
problems. The question of beef-sugar quotas, cane-sugar
quotas, offshore quotas, and then the question of refiners and
the question of Florida and Louisiana in their disputes with
reference to their particular quotas. They have worked hard
and they have been courteous in the hearings. They have
had a large undertaking.

I take this opportunity to commend the chairman of the
committee, our colleague the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
Jones], and the chairman of the subcommittee, our col-
league the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. Cummings], for
the untiring effort they have devoted to this particular bill.
[Applause.]

I want at this time to bring to the committee our peculiar
problem in Florida. Florida cannot get justice upon a his-
torical basis or a quota based upon that, so I am not finding
fault with the committee, but I am voicing fear of the way
we may be treated by the Department of Agriculture. For
a long period of time, as my colleague the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. WiLcox] told you, the Everglades of Florida
were not productive, By reason, however, of funds expended
by local interests and the Federal Government, it is now
known to be one of the most productive areas in the world.
We can produce cane as cheaply as many of the offshore
areas. We can produce it as cheaply as it is produced in
Puerto Rico, we can produce it as cheaply as Hawaii pro-
duces it, and nearly as cheaply as Cuba. At the same time,
however, we pay a better wage, a minimum wage of around
$2.70 a day, plus housing and other benefits. This great
producing area has rapidly come to the front in the last few
years and could produce a great portion of our sugar needs
if allowed to.

We are merely asking—and at the proper {ime an amend-
ment will be proposed—we are merely asking that we be
allowed to sweeten our own coffee, so to speak. The quota
allotted to us is only about 40 percent of the consumption
of the State of Florida. It seems only fair that we should
be allowed to expand. I am opposed in principle, of course,
to quotas in continental United States. I think that we
should be allowed to produce at least as much as we can
consume in this country. Let us at least feed our own
people.

I realize in the case of Cuba that the reason concessions
were made under the reciprocal-trade agreement was be-
cause it was hoped that they in turn might trade with us.
Let me call to the attention of the committee, however, the
fact that Florida trades with a great portion of the United
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States, that a great number of the things we use in Florida
are shipped in there from other sections of the United
States. I have assembled a few figures which may be of
interest to you as showing that we are entitled to considera-
tion, figures which show that we spend more money in &
single year in other sections of the United States than some
foreign countries.

In 1935 Florida consumed in foods not produced in Flor-
ida, canned goods, poultry products, confectioneries, meats,
grain, and apples and bananas to the value of $97,391,000.
She used general merchandise manufactured elsewhere and
shipped to Florida worth $45,323,000. Men’s and women’s
apparel, ready-to-wear clothing, shoes, furs, yard goods
and cloth cost Floridians another $29,178,000. Its auto-
mobiles flattened Florida’s purses to the extent of $69,818,-
000, and the gasolines and oils to run them another $35,-
549,000.

Household supplies and furniture took $22,522,000 out of
Florida for that year. Building supplies, hardware, farm
implements, paints, glass, electrical appliances, radios, and
heating and plumbing fixtures $19,188,000 fiying to the four
winds, while Coca Cola, delicacies, drugs, medicines, prescrip-
tions, books, bicycles, beer, liguors, tobaccos, sporting goods,
jewelry, and luggage, none of which is made or processed in
the State of Florida, cost the people of Florida a sum of
$72,431,000.

All in all, people other than residents of Florida were
enriched in this one year to the tune of $391,282,000. We are
pretty good customers. How about a little good-neighbor
policy for our peninsula?

Mr. SHORT. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PETERSON of Florida, I yield.

Mr. SHORT. And when we spend the money for domes-
tic products we have both the products and the money.

Mr. PETERSON of Florida. That is right. I may say
that there is a great sugar-producing company in my State.
In turn, people from Michigan, New York, and many other
States of the Union are interested in this company. This
company employs labor in my district; and in the section of
the county where this plant is located there were only 12
people on relief rolls at one time.

I am asking that the Congress give us a chance to raise
the cane and produce the sugar that we use ourselves, a
chance to let us employ American labor at decent living
wages. We talk about American standards of living and
make comparison with offshore areas, but we are forced to
admit in our hearts that laborers in the offshore areas do
not live under the same conditions that our laborers do,
nor do they receive the same wages that ours receive.

Mr. SHORT. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PETERSON of Florida. I yield.

Mr. SHORT. I understand that more than 16,000 work-
ers are employed in these sugar refineries in the continental
United States and that 85 percent of them are organized.

Mr. PETERSON of Florida. I do not have the percent-
ages as to organized labor.

Mr. SHORT. And some 26,000 more men and women are
employed in auxiliary businesses that cooperate with the
sugar producers.

Mr. PETERSON of Florida. That is correct.

Mr. WOODRUFF. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. PETERSON of Florida. I yield.

Mr. WOODRUFF. The gentleman referred to the fact
his State was not permitted to raise the sugar it consumed.
I may say, and I regret the conditions are such I can say it,
there are not more than one or two sugar-producing States
in the Union that are permitted to grow the amount of
sugar consumed, which is a very unforfunate situation.

Mr. PETERSON of Florida. It ought to be corrected.

Mr. WOODRUFF. It should be the business of Congress
to develop that American industry to the point where we
can raise a very substantial amount more than we do raise.

Mr. PETERSON of Florida. The gentleman is correct.

Mr. Chairman, I may say it would be interesting to show
the comparative cost of production. The average cost is
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?awau 3.005, the Philippines 2.466, Cuba 1.857, and Florida
.556.

The question may be asked, Why can we not go on the
historic basis? As I told you before, we started planting
down there. The land had been drained, the dikes built,
the company organized, but it ran into financial diffculty.
It was reorganized, then the quota system came along. Over
5,000 acres had to be plowed under, more than $1,250,000
was paid not to produce. Our people do not want bene-
fit payments. They want the right to plant, to market. The
American market belongs to the American farmer, the
American laborer, and the American manufacturer. Give
us a chance. We will develop a great industry. We will
be a safeguard against a lack of sugar in time of war. We
are the greatest consumer of sugar per capita in time of
war. The Federal Government by assisting in flood control
has enabled the cultivation of land more fertile than the
Valley of the Nile. American initiative has developed a
cane that will withstand cane borer and mosaic disease,
Shall all this be for nought? It shall not be. It must
not be. Give Florida the right to sweeten its own coffee.
[Applause.]

Mr. HOOK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the gen-
tleman from New Jersey [Mr KENNEY].

Mr. KENNEY. - Mr, Chairman, this is a bill that is de=
sired by the various States and Territories and offshore
areas, and, so far as I can see, there is no discrimination
whatever in it. If is just a fair bill, fair to all concerned,
and, if there is any discrimination, that discrimination is
against the States of the United States.

The consumer will benefit, the producers will benefit, and
the refining industry will reap benefit.

When the committee undertook to hand out quotas it gave
Cuba more than it was entitled to, a reason being that Cuba
had built up its capacity and, in order to stabilize the Cuban
condition, a generous quota was given to it, far more gener-
ous than should be allowed, but our generosity will make
for stabilization there. Besides, this liberal quota allotted
Cuba gave our approval, which should not be given, to the
policy of American capital going down into Cuba, the island
possessions, and abroad into foreign counfries and there
establishing manufacturing plants to take advantage of
cheap and low-cost labor at the expense of the labor of the
United States. So, the Philippines got better treatment
than they deserve. Puerto Rico got all it was entitled to,
and so did Hawail. They got everything any just men could
give them. Hawalii got a quota of raw sugar of which it
does not complain, and under the bill will have the right to
refine and send to the States all the sugar that it can now
refine, this bill permitting them to send here all the refined
sugar it now has the capacity to produce. Puerto Rico
raises no objection to its raw-sugar quota, and has the right
to refine 126,033 short tons of its 798,000 short-ton quota.
There is in the bill no discrimination against Hawaii and
there is no discrimination against Puerto Rico. If Hawaii
and Puerto Rico want to refine sugar in the States of this
Union they may do so. They can build their factories here
and pay the same wages that our refineries have to pay for
labor. There is no discrimination in that respect. They
can refine in any State without limitation. They have only
to adopt the same standards, but they do not have the same
standards, and cannot justly complain. I might favor the
refining of sugar in Hawaii and Puerto Rico if by doing so
a fair competition would result. But that would be impos=
sible. There could be only one effect—to kill off the refining
industry in the States, with the loss of employment to their
citizens. We do not have the world market for refined
sugar because of our high cost of production. We cannot
lower our standards to meet the cheap labor of the Tropics.
We cannot let Puerto Rico or Hawaii any more than any-
one else lower our standards of living or put us residing in
the States out of business.

If there is any discrimination in this bill it operates against
the States and not in their favor. There is discrimination
against Florida and Louisiana. There is discrimination
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against the refining industry; but whatever discrimination
there is tends to stabilize the whole industry.

Perhaps the refining industry of the States has suffered
most from the discrimination. The refineries of the States
have been operating at 60 percent of capacity and have even
now been reduced to 55 percent of capacity. Why did we
allow Hawaii to refine to the extent of 100 percent of its ca-
pacity and leave the refineries of the States to 55 to 60 per-
cent of capacity? Certainly the committee did not intend to,
nor did it, discriminate against Hawail in making such
provision.

If the Jones amendment, which permits refining of the
entire quota of Hawail and Puerto Rico, is adopted you are
going to drag down the labor standards of this country and
in a short space of time transfer the refining industry of
the country to Puerto Rico and Hawail. What is happengng
in these islands today? Our manufacturers are
dresses and sending them to Puerto Rico to be embroidered
there at a cost of 10 cents a day for labor. Who suffers?
Our labor here. Gloves, white and black and all kinds, are
sent down to Puerto Rico and over to Hawail to be sewed
and embroidered at low labor cost and then brought back
into this country to compete with the product of manufac-
turers who pay the higher wages for labor in the United
States. Shall we allow the islands to destroy our stand-
ards of living? Shall they take away our living entirely?
Shall we surrender our refineries and injure other industries
that furnish the supplies necessary for the manufacturing
of the refiners?

Our refineries buy cotton bags. The gentleman from
Texas [Mr. Maverick] would have his State deprived of that
benefit. Cuba, Hawaii, and the rest of them buy jute bags
from Japan at half the cost. Our refineries burn coal from
Pennsylvania and other States, and oil, which comes from
the State of Texas. The islands have no need for coal and
oil for heating purposes. They buy little coal or oil and
would not buy very much more, if any, if given the right
of unlimited production of refined sugar.

Mr. Chairman, there are involved not only 1,200 men who
are engaged in the sugar-refining business in my district but
the thousands of others in the industry over the country and
not only the men and women in the sugar business but the
men and women who make paper boxes and paper cartons,
not jute boxes or jute cartons and paper not Japanese jute
bags; also, the truckmen and railroad men who handle and
transport our sugar,

If you pass the Jones amendment it will mean the be-
ginning of the end of the refining industry of this country.
Without the amendment we will get from Cuba 375,000
short tons of refined sugar and from Puerto Rico and
Hawaii we will get over 150,000 short tons of refined sugar.
If the amendment is agreed to we will get from Puerto Rico
and Hawaii something like 1,700,000 or 1,800,000 short tons
of refined sugar, which will wreck our refining industry.

I stand here as the defender of my people who labor. I
want them to succeed. I do not want to have to repeat the
W. P. A, and be forced to other measures like the wage
and hour bill that is about to come up for consideration.
These 1,200 constituents of mine, to whom I referred, are
on strike right now, wanting more money, and a fair wage
has been paid up home in the refinery. Something like $5
a day minimum. But due to the increase in prices my
people want more money, and I think they are justified in
asking for it. If you pass the bill as it is they will get a
raise. I have been in contact with the men and their em-
ployer and the Labor Department in their interest. If the
Jones amendment is agreed to the refinery up there will not
be able to meet the increase for the men as I would like
and is justified, and there will be 1,200 men up in my dis-
trict without jobs. There will be allied industries that will
be hurt in the same proportion. Gradually you will find
the sugar refining industry, which has been in the States
for over 200 years, especially that part of it located along
the eastern seaboard, totally destroyed.

[Here the gavel fell.]
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Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 20 minutes to the Dele-
gate from Hawaii [Mr. Kincl.

Mr. KEING. Mr, Chairman, first let me express my ap-
preciation to the ranking minority Member for giving me
this time. I may say, in apologizing to the other Members
who have been restricted to a shorter time, that after all
Hawaii’s proportion of the industry is about one-sixth or
one-seventh of the total, while each of you individually may
represent a much smaller proportion than that. I want to
express my very great appreciation to the chairman of the
House Committee on Agriculture for the consideration he
has given me in committee. This matter has been fought
out very thoroughly and the committee has reported a bill
that does not concede the point for which I contended.
However, I believe there is no impropriety in informing the
members of this committee that there was a substantial vote
in the committee in favor of the amendment I proposed, to
remove subsections (a) and (b) of section 207, the re-
strictive sections against the refining of sugar in Hawaii
and Puerto Rico.

I have already outlined as briefly as possible and with a
minimum of repetition the general principles for which I
have contended with reference to this bill, in its applica-
tion to Hawaii. The elimination of one subsection will re-
move the basis of my objection to the bill as it is now offered
for the consideration of this body. I understand there will
be an opportunity to vote for or against the provision that
as at present written places a legislative ban upon the indus-
trial development of parts of the United States in favor of
an existing monopoly in that particular process. We are, in
effect, told that we can produce the raw materials of our
major industry but must not complete the job and produce
the finished article in its marketable form.

Now, the justification for this restriction rests on a few
well-worn arguments. At the time of the first passage of
the present law, we were producing refined sugar in the
amount prescribed in the bill—about 30,000 tons—being
about 3 percent of the total quota allotted us. In other
words, the situation as it existed at the depth of the de-
pression was frozen as emergency legislation, and has now
become a precedent for permanent legislation. Had no
emergency legislation been passed, whatever else might have
happened to our sugar industry, we might now be processing
& much larger portion of our total production. I grant
freely that the emergency legislation was of great benefit to
the sugar industry as a whole, which includes Hawaii's share
of it. But I wish to call attention to the fact that the
restriction on refined sugar placed in the original bill was
not a part of the President’s program for the salvation of
the American sugar industry, but was an industrial
anomaly in an agricultural measure. May I also note that
this little joker in the bill to stabilize primarily prices to
the original producers of sugar, beets, or cane, froze
Hawaii at 3 percent, Puerto Rico at 15 percent, Philippine
Islands at 8 percent, and Cuba at 22 percent. In other
words, the freezing bore heaviest on an incorporated tax-
paying Territory of the Unifed States.

A second argument is that treating Hawaii as you would
any other part of the United States will displace a certain
number of American working men; that the refining in-
dustry on the Atlantic seaboard is functioning at less than
its full capacity and a further reduction in the source of
supply will require further reduction in the number of its
employees or the number of hours they shall work. As to
this I want to call attention to a statement made by an
official of the Department of Agriculture that the refining
of sugar is a highly mechanized process employing a com-
paratively small number of people in proportion to the total
value involved. Another point to remember is that Hawaii
has only recently sold a portion of its raw sugar to the
refineries located on the Atlantic seaboard. No such sugar
was sold prior to 1929 and since then a total of approxi-
mately 300,000 tons annually has been distributed over 14
refineries. I have here a table showing the amount of
Hawaiian sugars which the eastern refineries have pro-
cessed for the American market from the years 1922-36,
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segregated as to ports of delivery. No eastern refinery
worker ever learned his trade nor was any eastern refinery
ever built because of Hawaiian sugar.

Shipments of raw sugar produced in Hawaii to easiern and Gulf
refiners during the 15-year period, 1922 to 1936, inclusive

Ports and approximate tonnage
Year
Port | pp o
iladel-| Balti- | New Or-
Boston dyﬁi‘ phia more leans
1922, None None None None None
. A A o S None None None None Nons
it one None None None None
1925 None None None None Nona
1925 None None None None None
1027 None | None | None| None None
1928 None None None None None
R None 26, 653 10, 853 7,059 17,268
14930 None 28, 906 20, 525 30,978 12,146
S I ALy None 06, 440 45,410 6, 233 48, 655
1932 34,818 | 138,625 81,878 26,412 69,177
1033 25,026 | 132,218 71,881 9,997 30, 546
1934 20,800 | 137,921 81,017 8, 808 61,907
1935 20,540 | 101,435 37 848 72,79 35,914
1936 29,801 | 129,200 61, 441 58, 47 705
Averaga for 15-year
et ey A 9,906 50,760 | 27,390 14, T4 20, 621
Ave rsga for 6-year

period, 1932-36.... . —- 29,717 | 127,880 68, 813 35,409 46,250

The trade of the eastern refineries was with the Cuban
raw-sugar producers, and the gradual restriction of the
Cuban raw-sugar importations and the displacement of this
sugar by beet sugar and by sugars from other sources, buf
not from Hawaii, have been the occasion of the gradual
reduction in the maximum functioning of the east coast
refineries.

It is now proposed to secure them in their employment by
continuing a marketing practice of recent origin and of com-
paratively small volume. It should also be noted that the
processing of Hawaiian sugar in Hawaii would give employ-
ment, perhaps, in equal numbers to other American citizens
and that the handling of the Hawaiian product delivered to
marketing ports will continue to employ many thousands.
I have read a resolution adopted by a labor council in the
Northwest, urging the removal of this restriction because
it means to the American workers of that area an increase
in employment. It is difficult to justify an economic trade
barrier even to obtain for workers security in their employ-
ment. I have every sympathy with the concern over the
situation shown by the workers employed by the Atlantic
refineries, but I ask them if it is fair to deny to any part of
the United States its right to develop because of the dis-
location of employment in some other section. Did the
Amoskeag Mills of New Hampshire try to keep their thou-
sands employed by denying employment to fellow Americans
in another part of the United States? In this particular
case, the maximum who may lose their work because of
Hawaii would be approximately 350 persons scattered in 14
or 15 different localities. Surely the refiners could find
means to overcome this small displacement. I have here
a statement from the Department of Interior which shows
that the refiners have, under the protection of the Jones-
Costigan bill, increased the amount of sugar they are proc-
essing by over 386,000 tons, an increase greatly in excess of
the amount of Hawaiian sugars they handle. They have
received substantial benefits under the existing law, none
of which will be taken away from them by the removal
of the restrictions against Hawalii processing its own agri-
cultural commodities.

Curiously, this bill in its present form, while prohibiting Ha~
waii from refining its own sugar, does not—and I can hardly
conceive how it possibly could—require Hawaii to sell its
sugar to the Atlantic refineries. In other words, the pro-
posed effort fo maintain an industrial monopoly is ineffec-
tive, since Hawaii could refine all of its sugar in San Fran-
cisco, where our industry now owns a cooperative refinery
and where it now processes about two-thirds of its quota,
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and where it will continue to process the greater amount of
its quota. So that the displacement of labor which is
made a great argument in favor of restricting Hawaii from
refining sugar may even take place under this ban insofar
as the Atlantic seaboard is concerned. One of the state-
ments issued by the American Cane Sugar Refining Asso-
ciation admits this, but states that they are satisfied, pro-
vided Hawaii is forced to process its crop on the mainland,
and that the association will be periectiy satisfied if we do
refine all of our sugar in our own cooperative refinery in
Crockett, even at their expense, provided we are barred
from doing so in Hawaii. Their championship of their
employees does not seem very real by this statement.

Mr. Chairman, one of the other arguments which is ad-
vanced against Hawalii is with reference to labor. Those
who have been to Hawaii know that there is no basis for
the criticism and the statements which have been made
against Hawaii on the question of labor. We supply to the
people in the Territory of Hawaii who are employed in the
sugar industry year-round employment. When I say “we”
I speak as a citizen of Hawaii, for, as a matter of fact, I
am not directly interested in the sugar industry and own
neither stock nor land in connection with it, nor do I have
any direct revenue from that industry. There is no sea-
sonal layoff. Their rates of pay are based on the fact they
may work every working day in the year. We pay them on
a basis sometimes of piecework, sometimes of cultivation
contracts, and sometimes a straight day wage. The average
of the field labor runs around $10.92 a week, plus perqui-
sites, which the Department of Labor has evaluated as
being worth $28 a month.

The Department of Labor in 1929 made a survey of labor
conditions in the Territory of Hawaii. I have had this book
quoted against me, but when you read the book and verify
the statements that are quoted you find that they have
been distorted or taken away from the text to give a dif-
ferent version of the facts. This book states that the aver-
age full-time earnings per week were $10.92, and there is a
little note in connection with that figure which states that
this is “per day for adults at basic rates and with bonus,
but not including perquisites—rental value of houses, value
of fuel, water, medical and hospital service for sickness or
accidental injury of any kind—furnished to employees by
plantations without any charge to employees. The value
was estimated at $28 per month, or $1 per day.”

This is the average of the agricultural field labor,

On the other hand, the skilled labor and the artisan labor
that might be employed in a refinery, if one were erected,
would get the scale of wages as listed on page 31 of the
report:
Machinists (a day) $6-$6.25
Blacksmiths (a day) 4.50

£185 a month being the average monthly salary of these classes,
Welders (a day) 810

Carpenters (a day) $2.50- 4
Iocomotlm engineers. 110-125

125-135
Stee.m-plow engineers. 75
Sugarboiler e = 200
Policeman 140
Timekeepers___ 175
Electricians > 175-270
Chemist. 200
Head chemist 200
Pump engineer and electrician 600
Head carpenter. 400
Assistant carpenter. s 190

All of this being in addition to the perquisites of & home
and all of this comprising year-round employment.

Mr. HEALEY., Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. KING. For a question; yes.

Mr. HEALEY. Does the gentleman contend that skilled
labor is employed in a refinery?

Mr. KING. I, frankly, do not know enough about the
personnel employed in & refinery to answer, but I am giving
you the scale of wages and, certainly, the type of labor that
would be employed in a refinery would not be the agricultural
labor that gets a lower scale of wages.
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Mr. HEALEY. Most of the persons employed in a refinery
we term common labor in my State and they are paid 65
cents an hour as a minimum.

Mr. KING. Common labor in Hawaii would probably start
with $4 as a base pay, including bonus and value of per-
quisites.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. KING. I yield.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Does the gentleman think a man could
work as a sugar boiler who was not a skilled man?

Mr. KING. I had thought not.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Do you think he could run an evap-
orator if he were not skilled?

Mr. KING. I would not think so.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Does the gentleman think he could
run the centrifugal machines or conduct any of the other
technical operations in a refinery if he were not a skilled
man?

Mr. KING. I would not think so.

Mr. HEALEY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield
further?

Mr. KING. I am sorry, Mr. Chairman, but I do not want
to get into a controversy here. Everybody else has had a
whack at Hawaii, and I just want a chance to come back
[laughter] and I hope the gentleman will forgive me if I do
not yield further. After all, the argument is not germane.
If the law is right, the question of whether we pay or do
not pay our labor a just rate of wages is something that
comes under another law. That would come under the Na-
tional Labor Relations Board or under the new wage law we
are considering, and I will digress from the subject at this
point to show the history of that law, because the gentle-
man from Massachusetts [Mr. HEaLEY] was evidently under
the impression we did not come under that law. The bill
was introduced by our late colleague, Congressman Con-
nery, of Massachusetts, on May 24, and on May 26, to show
you how determined I am that in all respects, benefits, and
burdens alike, Hawaii should share equally with the States,
I addressed a letter to him shortly before he died, calling
attention to the fact that by definition the bill was restricted
to the 48 States of the Union and the District of Columbia.
I asked him to change it because Hawaii expected to accept
whatever wages and hours were prescribed for the mainland.
Unfortunately, he died before he could answer my letter, but
the letter was taken up by the joint committee and the bill
as introduced in the Senate by Senator Brack had the cor-
rection made. I wrote to the present chairman of the Com-
mittee on Labor, and Chairman Norron verified the state-
ment that the Committee on Labor had accepted the Senate
bill as a substitute for the House bill and the language of
the hill included the States, Terrifories, and possessions.

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. KING. Yes; I am glad to yield to my colleague, the
gentleman from Kansas.

Mr. HOPE. The gentleman will recall that when the
original sugar bhill was introduced in the House, it had some
very drastic provisions with reference to field labor, and
particularly against child labor, and the gentleman will re-
call that the domestic beet producers offered considerable
objection to those provisions. I would like to ask the gentle-
man whether those representing Hawaii offered any objec-
tion to those provisions at that time.

Mr, KING. I appreciate the gentleman’s asking me the
question because he is familiar with the situation. The rep-
resentatives of the Hawalian sugar interests came before
the committee and stated that they accepted the provisions
in toto, as they had those incorporated in the present act,
and stated that they would cooperate with the Department
of Agriculture in the enforcement of any labor restrictions
as to hours, wages, employment of women or children that
the Department of Agriculture might wish to prescribe. It
was at the instance of representatives of the beet industry
that the restrictions in H. R. 7667 have been ameliorated
for the benefit of the beet industry with respect to labor
conditions.

Mr. LANZETTA. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. KING. I yield.

Mr. LANZETTA. Is it not a fact that Puerto Rico took
the same stand with respect to such labor restrictions?

Mr. KING. Absolutely, and that is another thing that
destroys this argument as to the un-American conditions
with respect to labor, because under this bill you give the
Secretary of Agriculture authority and power to enforce fair
labor standards in the sugar industry of the United States.

Now, another point has been raised with respect to flood-
ing the American market. I am really astonished at the
Members of the Congress who will refer to this subsidy to
Hawaii, to this great gift granted the Territory of Hawaii.
Even the very distinguished gentleman, whom we all re-
spect and admire immensely, the gentleman from Texas,
the chairman of the Rivers and Harbors Committee, made
that point. Hawaii consists of eight islands and you can-
not do any business in Hawaii unless you have harbors.
Our harbors have been improved under the National River
and Harbor Act. Following appropriations by successive
sessions of the Legislature, the Federal Government has
spent millions of dollars on our harbors, but in the case of
Hawaii we have never been exempted from the 50-50 quota.
Out of those harbors comes a tremendous amount of freight
which is carried in American bottoms, and, in fact, it is the
principal business that keeps the American flag afioat on the
American merchant marine in the Pacific.

The United States Treasury collects in the port of Hono-
Iulu $1,000,000 a year in tariff customs. So it is one of the
major seaports under the American flag. You do not sub-
sidize Hawaii when you allow it to raise sugar to enter into
interstate commerce beyond its own needs. Where is my
colleague from Wisconsin [Mr, BorLeau]? His State raises
an excess of milk and butter products, and it sells these
products to the citizens of Alabama, where they raise an ex-
cess of cotton and sell it to the citizens of Wisconsin. That
is not a subsidy, and it is not a subsidy when we raise an
excess of sugar and sell it in the American market. We are
doing what we are entitled to as American citizens, and what
every other American citizen is entitled to do and is doing.

Otherwise we would go back to Bret Harte’s busted mining
camp, and make a living out of taking in each other’s wash-
ing. Take the matter of automobiles, from the State of the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. WooprUFFl, and cotton from
the South, and foodstuffs, all of which we buy from other
parts of the United States. Take the matter of rice. Our
people eat, among other foodstuffs, a good deal of rice, and
we consume practically two-thirds of the rice crop of Cali-
fornia. We buy it in Hawaii with the money that we make
out of the sale of sugar in the American market, and the
merchandise we buy from the mainland of the United States
exceeds that which is bought in the course of foreign com-
merce by any except six of the major nations of the world.

As to flooding the market, I obtained authority to insert
in the hearings on sugar before the special subcommittee a
chart showing the production of sugar by areas for the past
30-odd years. It is a very illuminating table, on pages 78
and 79 of the hearings, because if you go down the line of
years you will see that Hawalii raises from 12 to 15 percent of
the total consumption of sugar in the United States. We
have never gone away up and never gone away down. Beets
started practically at zero, and is now 22 percent. I have
no objection to that. It is an American industry and I am
perfectly satisfied if they could go as far as 50 percent.

Mr. WOODRUFF. Mr.Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, KING. Yes; I shall be glad to do so.

Mr. WOODRUFF. I recognize the fact quite as fully as
does the Delegate from Hawaii that the citizens of those
islands are just as much citizens of the United States as
are the citizens of the State of Michigan, and they are en-
titled to all of the rights and privileges granted to any citizen
of the United States, regardless of where he may find himself.

Mr. KING. Before answering the gentleman from Mich-
igan, Mr, Chairman, it is very obvious from this table that it
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is not Hawalil that has been flooding the American market.
We have increased in production in proportion to the in-
crease in consumption.

In answer to the gentleman from Michigan, I realize his
point clearly. He feels that a restriction on a quota which
would prevent the three factories in his district from func-
tioning is a restriction on refined sugar. I leave it to you
that there is a fundamental difference between laying a
quota restriction on an industry and in saying that of the
quota you produce you may process only a small percent, in
this case only 3 percent. No mainland producing area is
barred from refining its entire quota allotment. I do believe
there is a fundamental difference, although I recognize the
gentleman disagrees with me, and he feels it keenly because
Michigan has a limited quota, only enough to keep one fac-
tory going, and he feels it is a discrimination or restriction on
refined sugar. I disagree with him on that point. Hawaii is
allowed a quota of 938,000 tons, a substantial reduction, to
share with other producing areas in providing for an in-
creased quota for the Louisiana and Florida area. Then we
are told that we can process only 3 percent of that allowed
quota.

Mr. WOODRUFF. The gentleman will agree that if his
proposal is put into the law and extended, as it undoubtedly
will be extended, that the net result of it will be that we
have by legislation destroyed an industry in this country, de-
priving American citizens living in this country of oppor-
tunity to work in order that you may set up another indus-
try of a like character within the islands, and afford labor
for your own people, -

Mr. KING. No; I donot agree. Iam sure the gentleman
missed my opening statement. The question of whether we
refine or do not refine our sugar does not affect the quota
of the beet-sugar people one iota.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the Delegate from Hawaii
has expired.

Mr. DEROUEN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman from
Michigan yield to me? .

Mr. HOOK. I yield to the gentleman from Louisiana.

Mr. DEROUEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent to insert at this point a statement from the Louisiana
delegation on the sugar bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. DEROUEN. Mr. Chairman, I would ask unanimous
consent to submit at this point a statement that has been
prepared by the entire House Delegation from my State,
composed of my colleagues, J. O. FErRNANDEzZ, PaurL H.
MarLoNeY, RoBert L. MouTtoN, OVERTON BRrOOKS, NEwT V.
Mris, Jorn K. GrirriTH, RENE L. DERovEN, and A.
LeoNArRD ALLEN, relating to the Jones sugar bill that is now
under discussion.

Mr. Chairman, we believe it is highly desirable and, in-
deed, necessary that some form of legislation for the con-
trol of supply and demand of sugar be enacted if the in-
dustry is to exist in a reasonably profitable manner and, at
the same time, furnish to the consumer an uninterrupted
adequate supply of sugar with a fair price. We believe that
this bill with its main provisions is calculated to bring such
results and is in accord with the recommendations of the
President as on February 26, 1937, in his message to Con-
gress the President stated:

I, therefore, recommend to Congress the enactment of the

sugar-quota system and its necessary complements which will
restore the operation on which the Jones-Costigan Act was based.

In order to accomplish this purpose, adequate safeguards would
be required to protect the interest of each group concerned.
The sugar industry has had its ups and downs and was
like all other commodities when the depression came along,
on the verge of ruin, thereby causing losses in investments,
in lands and machinery and buildings; losses to farmers
and losses fo laborers. It needed something that would
require stabilization of prices and orderly marketing of the
product and to accomplish this with an equitable program
for the various interested groups was quite a complicated
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problem. However, the enactment of the Jones-Costigan
law with its protective provisions, which law expires this
December, brought an orderly movement into the sugar in-
dustry, permitting various interested groups to conduct
their business on a sound basis which carried its beneficial
effects to the farmers as well as the laborers. The bill now
under discussion is for the purpose of continuing this pro-
gram for another 3 years. As it has been perfected, it is an
improvement. Of course, the main feature of the bill is
the question of gquotas. The overproduction of sugar in
off-shore areas makes this essential. So the farmer could
obtain a reasonable price for his product it was necessary
that the quota system be inaugurated and to effect a quota
system it was also necessary to control acreage. Therefore,
there had to be some compensating requirements to the
farmer for his curtailment of acreage and, to take care of
this feature, there is a small processing tax placed upon
the manufacture of sugar.

The question of quotas has been one that has been very
difficult to adjust. We feel as other producing areas that we
are enfitled to a larger quota than is provided in the present
bill. However, realizing the necessity of this legislation we
are accepting the compromise quotas as fixed in this present
bill. The various groups that have been supplying sugar to
the consumer of continental United States and who have
been accorded consideration and treatment in this bill
reckoned on past performances are the cane and beet pro-
ducers of continental United States; cane producers of
Hawali, Puerto Rico, and Virgin Islands, and the cane pro-
ducers of the Philippines and Cuba, and the refiners of off-
shore raw sugar in continental United States. In the quotas
as provided in this bill each one of these groups have been
given consideration and allotments. While it is quite proba-
ble that no one group is entirely satisfied as they could pro-
duce more than the quota assigned, which is our case in
Louisiana, it is a fact that each of the producer groups has
been given consideration in keeping with the President’s
recommendations wherein he stated “that adequate safe-
guards would be required to protect the interest of each
group concerned.” This applies not only to the grower of
cane and beet in continental United States but also to the
refiners. The refining of sugar in continental United States
is quite an industry and employs many; the investments are
large and we believe that no offshore sugar should come to
United States in consumption form; that this particular
business should be given to our own investors who have the
equipment to do the work and the laborers who need the
work. However, we are accepting the compromise on this
particular feature as well as the others,

The State of Louisiana has been growing sugarcane for
the past 185 years on certain lands particularly adapted to
the growing of cane. We have in 1937 in our State 240,000
acres of land in sugarcane for sugar cultivated by 12,000
farmers. In this industry, besides, we have 71 sugar houses
and have six refiners. The industry employs approximately
43,000 heads of families. The investment reaches into large
figures and means much to the welfare of the community
as employers -of laborers and taxpayers, all of which only
makes us deeply concerned in the welfare of the industry,
We appreciate its usefulness and its value to our citizenship
as a whole, and, therefore, we can fully appreciate the prob-
lem and its needs in the other sugar-producing areas, with
which we are in entire sympathy. We believe it is to the
interest of the American citizen that the sugar industry of
continental United States be protected and not traded off
for any imaginary values that may appear for other com-
modities. It must be remembered that of our thousands of
acres in continental United States that are in cane and beet
production, that to take this acreage out of such production
would mean the acreage would have to go into production
of corn, wheat, or cotton, of which there is now an over-
supply, and this would not only add an increased supply of
these commodities but would take from the sugar-producing
areas in continental United States the buying power that
they receive now from the sugar industry and which money
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is spent liberally in the other States for various sundry sup-
plies. We believe the principle of this legislation is eco-
nomically sound because it was so proven by the experimen-
tation we have had with the Jones-Cosligan bill, which this
legislation patterns.

We trust there will be no change in the quota features of
the continental groups because, if there are, they are bound
to work an unjust hardship. We also hope the legislation
will not be delayed, as we believe this would have a very
serious and damaging effect to all. We are also conscious
of the fact of the trying circumstances under which the
Agriculture Committee has labored to produce the bill that
is now under consideration. We know they have labored
diligently and laboriously and have tried to give sympa-
thetic consideration fo the various interested groups. We
believe they have recommended a compromise bill that
should receive the support of this Congress. We want to
take this opportunity to congratulate them on the splendid
results they have obtained under the most trying conditions.

Mr. HOOK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma [Mr. MASSINGALE],

Mr. MASSINGALE. Mr,. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent in this 3 minutes to speak out of order.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. MASSINGALE. Mr. Chairman, I have listened with
a great deal of interest to the debate on sugar. Knowing
nothing about it, I have learned. My object in taking the
floor now is to call the attention of the House to the condi-
tion that the farmer in America finds himself in, so far as
expected legislation is concerned in this Congress. It seems
that the program is to consider housing and wages and
hours, and let the farmer go by the board and take his
chances next January and the succeeding months, To me
that is a distressing piece of information. If there is a class
of people in this counfry, composing 33,000,000 of our popu-
lation, who ought to be entitled fo some security by legis-
lation, it is the American farmer. What I would like to
see done is for this Congress to stay in session until we can
yoke the farm program with the work-labor program and
with the housing program. There is no reason why the
farmer should not be considered along with those two other
major matters by the Congress. I would like to join a group
that would stay in session until a decent farm program is
given consideration. If we cannot give it consideration
during this session, then I believe it would be fair to the
three major propositions that Congress has to consider, that
they be postponed until next January; and next January
we ought to resolve that we will have those matters for
consideration and they shall have priority over any other
legislative matter that comes up for the consideration of
the Congress.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Okla-
homa has expired.

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary in-
quiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. MICHENER. May I inquire how long we expect to
proceed without a quorum?

Mr. JONES. We expect just to finish the general debate
and read one paragraph and then rise.

Mr. MICHENER. How much general debate is there
remaining?

The CHAIRMAN. There are 22 minutes remaining.

Mr. MICHENER. The gentleman does not intend to read
any of the bill?

Mr. JONES. Just the first paragraph, but not offer any
amendments,

Mr. MICHENER. Is it the purpose to finish the hill
tomorrow?

Mr. JONES. Oh, yes.

Mr, HOOK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. HeaLEY].

Mr. HEALEY. Mr. Chairman, after listening to the vari-
ous arguments that have been presented this afternoon I
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think the question resolves itself down to whether or not
the Territories of Puerto Rico and Hawaii should be en-
titled to the production and refining of sugar for the
American market without restriction, or whether the quotas
allotted to those Territories by the provisions of this bill
are just and equitable.

This committee has had a big job. It has held hearings.
They have given very careful consideration and study to a
very complex and difficult problem in an endeavor to settle
this very troublesome situation in a manner that will be
fair and equitable to all of the various elements concerned.

The claim of the gentleman from Hawaii [Mr. Kmgl
just presented in such an able maner is that the Territory
of Hawaii is a possesison under the American flag and no
discrimination should be exercised against it. In other
words, that they should be allowed to produce and refine
sugar for the continental American market without any
restriction. It seems to me, in view of the facts presented
here today, showing conclusively that the provisions con-
tained in the bill restrict other producing and processing
areas in our country, that that argument is untenable and
without force. We have heard various gentlemen from the
beet-producing sections contend that under the terms of
ihe bill their quota is restricted.

The gentlemen from Florida contend that they are not
permitted to produce enough sugar to take care of the con-
sumption of their State. Then, surely there is not much
merit in the contention of the gentleman from Hawaii [Mr.
Kmg] that the bill discriminates against that Territory.
No one has contended here today that if the unrestricted
privilege of producing and refining sugar is extended to the
Territories that it will not mean practical ruination of the
refining industry in this country. It will then mean Ameri-
can labor versus poorly paid tropical labor, and our re-
finers would be unable to cope with that situation. Hawaii
and Puerto Rico have the same quotas they always had
under this bill. They have not been refining countries. .
They do not have extensive refining facilities. New re-
fineries would have to be built. The refineries are in this
country, mostly in the populous centers of our country, in
New York, Philadelphia, Boston, in the States of New Jer-
sey, Florida, Texas, Georgia, and Louisiana, and other sec-
tions, where they employ American labor under decent labor
standards. For instance, in my own State of Massachu-
setts there are two refineries employing from 1,500 to 1,800
men, Both of those refineries are unionized, both of them
pay union wages.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 additional minutes
to the gentleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. HEALEY. They pay 65 cents an hour to common
labor and maintain a 40-hour week. They pay to the city
of Boston, for instance, something like $500,000 a year in
taxes. They have a $3,000,000 pay roll. If you transfer
this industry o the insular possessions what will happen in
the continental United States to these American workmen?
Is it proposed to throw them out of work and add them to
the army of unemployed? Do you want to impose a still
greater burden on our cities?

In my judgment, Hawaii is being most fairly dealt with
in this bill. It has the free and unrestricted privilege of
producing and refining sugar for its own Territorial use and
for sale in the world market. Under this bill it has re-
ceived as fair a deal as it has ever had.

Mr. SHORT. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HEALEY. I yield,

Mr. SHORT. Is it not a fact that large industrialists and
international financiers in this country who call themselves
Americans have established and built not only sugar re-
fineries but other kinds of factories not only in island pos-
sessions, but in foreign countries where labor is cheap in
order to make their profits?

Mr. HEALEY. The gentleman is correct, and their prin-
cipal purpose is to take advantage of a cheap-labor market
in those countries.
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from Hawaii, and I submit they are in no way comparable
with the wages for persons engaged in similar trades in
continental United States.

I know the gentleman is too intelligent and too well
informed to seriously contend that wage and working con-
ditions in Hawaii compare favorably with similar condi-
tions in the continental United States.

I believe he knows that if labor conditions were even
nearly comparable that refiners in Hawaii would not be able
to drive our century-old industry from the continent to the
insular possessions. The gentleman [Mr. Kinc] makes
light of the economic dislocation caused by the migration
of established industries to low-wage areas. I say to him
and to all the Members that the time has arrived when we
must take serious notice of these trends and their serious
consequences to our national economy.

I trust the Membership of the House will support the
committee. Its members have worked arduously and dili-
gently, and have fairly and justly considered this compli-
cated legislation from every angle. In my judgment they
merit our full support. [Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. LANZETTA. Mr. Chairman, there has been so much
talk about discrimination on the floor of the House this
afterncon that I am beginning to wonder whether Puerto
Rico and Hawaii are being discriminated against, or whether
Puerto Rico and Hawaii are discriminating against the 48
States. What is discrimination? Discrimination is the plac-
ing of unusual burdens upon one group of citizens for the
special benefit of another group of citizens.

When the gentlemen from Florida, Michigan, Wisconsin,
and other States complain that they are being discriminated
against because they cannot raise the quantity of beets or
sugarcane they would like to raise, I say that their premise
is false, because that is not discrimination in that the beet-
and sugarcane-quota burdens in this bill are distributed as
equally as it is humanly possible on all the citizens of the
United States.

Mr. HCG®K. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LANZETTA. I yield.

Mr. HOOK. Is Puerto Rico subject to the income tax?
Is Puerto Rico subject to the Social Security Act? Is Puerto
Rico subject to——

Mr. LANZETTA. One question at a time, please. If the
gentleman is going to set the precedent in this Congress
that the rights and privileges of a State or of a citizen depend
upon the amount of tax paid, then I say to the genfleman
that he is setting a dangerous precedent, because tomorrow
many States of the Union and many individuals who are
paying the largest amount of taxes may come to this Con-
gress and ask for special privileges.

Mr, Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to insert in the
REecorp at this point a memorandum from the Department
of the Interior on the subject of discrimination and exploita-
tion of our Territories.

The CHAIRMAN, Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.

The memorandum is as follows:

A committee of the Department of the Interior, surveying the
effect of various sugar proposals on the island possessions within
the jurisdiction of that Department, today reported to Secretary
of the Interior Ickes:

“The provisions of H. R. 7667, discriminating against Hawaill,
Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands in the matter of refined sugar,
are in complete violation of traditional American policy and of
basic American principles.

“First, these discriminatory provisions establish trade barriers
within the United States. These provisions establish that a cer-
tain part of the Union may not manufacture, may not process the
products of its soil. This discrimination against one part of the
Union is established not merely in favor of another part of the
Union—in itself an unjustifiable performance. It establishes dis-
criminations against parts of America, inhabited by American citi-
zens, in favor of a few mainland companies already highly privi-
leged by this legislation. As a precedent, this kind of discrimina-
tion is unthinkable—and because it was introduced without the
administration's approval 3 years ago in the Jones-Costigan bill,
i;;uacx;emergancy, is no reason for making it a continuing national
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“Second. These discriminations are contrary to the spirit of
American institutions. They are contrary to contemporary Amer-
ican policy by establishing an Old World colonialism in America,
The essence of Old World colonialism, the colonialism against
which the Colonies rebelled when they declared their independ-
ence, was the right of the mother country to exploit those col-
lonies, to consider their citizens as occupying a secondary and
inferior status, and to place economic obstacles in thelr path
in favor of commercial interests in the mother country. This
is still the practice among Old World empires, though to a more
limited extent than it was a century and a half ago—because
colonies cannot be exploited as ruthlessly now as then. How-
cver, it is self-evident that sound statesmanship in the United
States cannot recognize, cannot permit, the establishment of
such a continuing policy with us. It has been part of our historic
process that Territories represented an earlier stage of political
development, and that during that period of development their
lack of voting strength in the Congress was not to be taken ad-
vantage of to penalize them, but, on the contrary, should entitle
them to the fullest protection from the entire Congress. Be-
cause Hawall and Puerto Rico have no vote in the Congress is
not only not a reason for discriminating against their products
and imposing restrictions upon them against which they cannot
retaliate, but it is a valid reason for insuring them protection at
the hands of the entire Congress. The Congress itself is looked
to by American citizens in Hawail, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin
Islands to insure them equal treatment.”

Mr. LANZETTA. The thing that the gentleman from
Massachusetts spoke about a moment ago is the very thing
that caused the frouble between England and the Colonies
in 1776. England at that time took the stand that the
citizens of the mother country should have special rights
and privileges to the detriment of the citizens who resided in
the Colonies. When we discriminate against Puerto Rico
and Hawaii by restricting the production of refined and
direct-consumption sugar in these Territories we are doing
the same thing that caused a great deal of the trouble
between England and the Colonies.

Much has also been said about how fair we have been to
Puerto Rico and Hawaii. Well, now, let us lock at the
other side of the story and see how fair Hawaii and Puerto
Rico have been fo us? I want to call the attention of the
Members of this House that in the last 10 years Puerto Rico
alone has purchased over $900,000,000 worth of goods from
us, while Hawaii has purchased an almost similar amount.
I say that this is something that the Members of Con-
gress should ponder over, before talking about how fair we
have been to these offshore areas. Needless to say, the
purchase of this tremendous amount of goods benefited not
only the producers but also thousands of workers in con-
tinental America.

Mr. Chairman, I wish to insert at this point certain tables
which show the various benefits received by Puerto Rico
and Hawaii as compared to those received by the States.

[Here the gavel fell.]

(Mr, LANZETTA asked and was given permission to re-
vise and extend his own remarks in the Recorbp.)

Total regular and emergency Federal aid, by States, for fiscal years
1934, 1935, and 19361

Total emergency aid
Total grants
s | S il IR
tates for ua o per

regular Fed- | TORSLBA0S | ypger Agri- capita

eral aid 7 States 3 cultural Ad-

justment Ad-

ministration

W LYY 4, 202 971. 67.79

6, 740, 144, 32,805,023.90| 3,401, 563.51) 43,045,732 03] 106.02

11,720, 772 78, 830, 306. 77| 40, 305, 611. 54/130, 856, 600, 81|  64.68

23,832, 197. 641293, 647, 881. 841 16, 343, 323, 44/333, 823, 402. 55.10

1 Compiled from reports of the Treasury Department, the Reconstruction Finance
Co tion, and the Agricultural Adjustment Administration.

1 Eagula.r Federal aid includes payments for (1) agricultural experiment stations,
(2) cooperative agricultural extension work, (3) national forests and fire prevention,
(4) cooperative distribution of forest planting stock, (5) cooperative construction of
(8) Federal-aid highway systems, (7) colleges for agriculture and
mechanie arts, (8) Mineral Leasing Act, (9) certain special funds, (10) cooperative
vocationsl education, (11) Reclamation Service, (12) U. 8. Employment Service,

13) Etate marine schools, (14) education of the blind, (15) National Guard, (16)

‘ederal Water Power Act, (17) State and Territorial homes for disabled soldiers and
sailors, and (18) social security.

i Emergency expenditures include: (1) National Recovery Act, highways funds,
(2) Federal Emergency Relief Administration grants, (3) Public Works Adminis-
tration grants, (4) Works Progress Administration grants, (5) Reconstruction Fi-
nance Corporation disbursements for relief and work relief, and Puoerto Rico Relief
Administration grants,

$14, 870, 426. 89($91, 071, 242. 00/ $34, 539, 085, 87 $141,380.755.60| $49.37
- m.m% j
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Federal regular and emergency expenditures for Puerto Rico and other areas, years ended June 30, 1934, 1935, and 19361

Year ending June 30, 1934 Year ending June 30, 1935 Year ending June 30, 1936
Regular Fed-| Emergen ilar Fed-| Emergen Regular Fed-| Emergen
eral aid - Total? | Reguar - Total? eral aid AR Total
Mﬁo&gito%edamlaid $210,528.79) 7,371, $7, 581, m'm moﬁ $11,091, 678.00| $12,3 zn 06 § 385.43) §

SEN ) $404, , 901, 1 1,883,385.43|  $10,008,833. 55| $11, m&ns
Percapita_.___________ W1 1.331 44 6.96 5 19 1.08 g 5.80 SN 6. 88
Local Federal revenue. . 3, 340.741 31 3.515.231 [ 4,302,359.73
Per capita. 1. 96| 2.10) 2.47

Grand total 10,022,471 ml 16, 011, 445. 72| 16, 284, 578. 71
wf;glrmita 9. 20| 0.35
oL 1,074, 819. 2,227,067.00  3,302,786.98|  680,733.78|  3,854,013.28)  4,534,747.06| 1,301,136.28(  3,234,433.31|  4,625,569.50
1:ermp1m____-_____._ 2.7 5.80 8.59 175 9.93 11. 68 3.54 8.24 178

8.
Total._... 77,628, 559, 629. 00 637,257.88)  88,260.41 847, 950, 64 936, 220. 05| ma.mm 2,420,563.05|  2,620,493.78
Per capita_________ L7 0.18 10. 45 L44 1378 15.22 3.37 30. 04 42.41

Continental United States:

Pothl s el m.sss,m l.aos.m.m Lm.m.l?l&w 68, 326, 625. 00/2, 134, 621, 403. 00{2, 202, 948, 028. 00(330, D62, 143. 00{1, 821, 422, 144. 00{2, 152, 384, 256, 00
Per capita........ ST 0. 54 16. 74 17.28 2 58 14.18 16,76

1 Compiled from reports of the Treasury Department. Does not include benefit payments made to individuals under the Agricultural Adjustment Administration
program.
1In the of Puerto Rico, local Federal revenue includes United States customs Jinternal revenue, and income taxes collected and retained in Puerto Rico.

Mr. HOOE. Mr, Chairman, I yleld 5 minutes to the
gentleman from California [Mr. DOCKWEILER].

Mr. DOCKWEILER. Mr. Chairman, I have spent the
whole afternoon listening to the debate on this bill. I
heard bandied about the word “Americanism this” and
“Americanism that.” I do not think I have to remind the
East that the United States Government does not maintain
a consular office in the Hawaliian Islands. It is not a foreign
country. It is part and parcel of the United States just as
much as Oklahoma Territory was before it became a State
or just as much as New Mexico was before it became a
State.

When I rise at this late hour, after listening to the splen-
did address of the Delegate from Hawaii [Mr, Eincl, what
I have to say may appear more or less as an anticlimax
to the arguments that may be made against any discrimina-
tion whatsoever. I come from the State of California, on
the Pacific Coast. Our relations with the Hawaiian Islands
group has been extremely friendly and from the economic
standpoint extremely valuable,

Mr. Chairman, there is an attempt in this bill to treat
the Hawaiian Islands as if they were a colony. We operate
under a Constitution, as is known by all, which is a con-
stricted document. We cannot hope under a constitutional
form of government to discriminate against our possessions.

Let us take the State of Oklahoma, for instance. What
would the people of that State have said before that Terri-
tory became a State, being a State that raises considerable
cotton, if they were told they could process only a certain
number of tons of coftonseed to make cottonseed oil? I
wonder how the Alaskans would feel if they were discrim-
inated against in a similar manner that this bill discrimin-
ates against the Hawaiian Islands.

After all, Mr. Chairman, I rise in defense of the patri-
otism and the truly American spirit demonstrated in the
Hawaiian Islands, which I have visited. During the World
War a draft act was passed and under that act the quota
for the Hawaiian Islands was set at 2,403 troops. However,
under the first draft act the Hawaiian Islands were not
compelled to draft any soldiers for the war, because there-
tofore there had been volunteer enlistments in the Ameri-
can Army of 3,479 troops.

There was a call for Liberty Loan sales in this country
during the war,

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. HOOK. Mr. Chairman, I yleld 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. LUECKE].

Mr. LUECKE of Michigan. Mr. Chairman, I was not a
Member of the House at the time the Jones-Costigan Act
was placed upon the statute books, but if my memory does
not fail me, at that time 16 mills out of 19 in Michigan
shut down; but after the enactment of the Jones-Costigan
Act the greater number of those mills again began opera-

tion. The mill located in my district I think closed down
for a period of 4 years.

If we do nof enact this bill into law at the present time
I think it would be very unfortunate. It would be break-
ing faith with the farmers who have gone ahead on prom-
ises and put in their crops, and drawn up contracts to
deliver beets to the workers in these beet-sugar mills. I
have looked this report over from beginning to end and
I cannot see where the offshore areas are being discrim-
inated against. They are left practically the same as they
were in the Jones-Costigan Act.

It is said whenever an attempt is made to legislate for
the benefit of any industry that great harm has resulted,
usually from a disruption of the price of the product. The
statistics show that since 1932 the retail price of sugar has
remained between 5.4 cents per pound and 5.6 per pound,
a variation of about one-fifth of a cent per pound in 4
years. That to me discloses the success of this legislation.
I agree with the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. BomwLeavl,
when he said that we do not go far enough in this bill.
I believe we should increase our quota so far as sugar-beef
production is concerned.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. HOOK. Mr, Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the
genfleman from California [Mr. VoorHIs].

Mr. VOORHIS. Mr, Chairman, I have a rather short time
in which to develop a whole economic point of view on this
question, but that is what I have to try to do. I want to
say, first, I am willing to stay with the gentleman from Okla-
homa from now on in order to get legislation passed for the
benefit of the farmers. I hope that legislation can be funda-
mental. I hope it can be based on a full production, plus
a direct cost-of-production price maintenance for the farm-
ers. If it is, it will require likewise adequate protection
against imports for our staple crops—the crops of which we
grow an ample supply to care for all our domestic needs.

There are a number of gentlemen in the House who have
spoken many times against the idea of attempting to plan,
and have criticized rather severely the attempts of this ad-
ministration to plan our national economic and social life
for the welfare of the common people. It is rather interest-
ing to observe that nobody has mentioned this argument
today, in spite of the fact that we have been up to our very
ears here today in planning for an industry in order to try
to parcel out the advantages from one group to another, I
believe that what should have been said is that sugar is a
special case. I am very much in accord with the opinion
expressed that we should have the American market for
American labor wherever American producers are able to
come within gunshot of a reasonable cost of production. I
think, under those circumstances, they should be protected
by a tariff. However, I am thoroughly convinced that the
sugar question is a special case, and I think it is being dealt
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with as a special case, or we would not have a special bill for
it or a town fairly bulging with lobbyists.

A few facts may illustrate what I mean, American con-
sumers have been paying in the past 3 years over $300,000,000
more for sugar than they would have had to pay had they
bought it at the world price. In 1934 the Tariff Commission
found that the total investment in sugar production and
beet-sugar processing was $700,000,000. If is interesting to
compare these figures. Profits of the five largest beet refin-
ers over a 3-year period just passed have averaged 9 percent
of the total net worth of these companies.

The extra cost of sugar all comes out of American con-
sumers. It goes partly to American refiners, partly to
foreign producers and refiners, partly to great corporations
producing sugar, and a little of it goes to the small-scale pro-
ducing farmers of our country and the workers they hire,
I believe firmly in protection against the competition of
sweated foreign labor for every American industry and es-
pecially every farm crop which can economically fill the
American domestic demand. b

But I believe sugar is a special case. I think the gentle-
men from Florida present a very good case. I think, if we
must have quotas, that the size of the quota should depend
primarily on how cheaply an area can furnish sugar, pro-
vided labor is properly paid in that area. I intend tomor-
row to introduce an amendment which points in this di-
rection.

It has been said that we ought to produce all our sugar in
the United States itself. What I believe we ought to say is
that we should produce all the sugar in the United States
which can be produced at a reasonable margin above for-
eign costs of production—all the sugar we can produce with-
out making of the industry a political special interest—all
the sugar we can produce without levying an unjust tribute
on American consumers, who are all the people. I believe
the consumer has an interest in this legislation which is the
only interest that has been seriously neglected.

We started planning our national economic life when the
first protective tariff was passed. We have got to go on
now. We will be called upon to plan more and more., But
we have to be fair and consider every case on its own merits.
We want America to be as nearly self-sustained as she can
be made without serious economic loss.. But we should be
careful about building up an industry behind a great barrier
of protection and production limitation when doing so means
reducing production in other fields in which our Nation
enjoys a greater advantage, and in which even more em-
ployment can be provided.

It is a question of weighing the gains and losses. Asser-
tion of broad sweeping principles seem to be out of place,
There is a point where the cost of protection of an industry
becomes prohibitive. That is why we do not grow rubber
and coffee in the United States. Has that point been
reached in the case of sugar? This is the main question
which needs consideration,

Mr. HOOK. Mr. Chairman,I yield to the gentleman from
Montana [Mr. O’Connwor] such time as he may desire,

Mr. O'CONNOR of Montana. Mr. Chairman, I wish to
speak today about the need for Congress to pass farm legis-
lation at this session which can help the farmers of this
Nation maintain the gains which they have made under this
administration. I wish to point out the real need for legis-
lation which can be a protection for them against surpluses
which, in all too short a time, can bring farmers to their
knees again as they were in 1932 and in early 1933.

I come from a State where drought after drought has hit
our farmers. Wheat farming is a principal source of in-
come from crops. But in spite of the devastation which
drought has wrought in Montana, I have no hesitation in say-
ing that what the farmers of Montana want, and what I
know a majority of all farmers want, is enactment of legis-
lation which can give them protection, not only when
drought is burning up their crops, but also protection against
overwhelming surpluses.

Against drought damage the proposal for crop insurance,
which is now pending in the House, has the almost unani-
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mous approval of the farmers of Montana. I say that this
is one piece of legislation that should be marked “must” by
all of us. With this measure, as proposed, farmers can posi-
tively insure one-half to three-fourths of their normal yield
of wheat against loss from any cause. They can do this by
paying the Crop Insurance Corporation in wheat and receiv-
ing wheat back when they have losses, I ask you to con-
sider what such a program would mean to a whole area, such
as eastern Montana, where wheat yields are large in some
years and almost nothing in others. Think what such a
plan can mean to farmers in these areas. Think what sucn
a plan can mean for the cities of this area. But crop insur-
ance is more than a purely local matter. Crop insurance is
as important to the manufacturing interests of the East as
to the crop areas themselves. Crop insurance means stable
buying power in the grain areas. It means a lessening of
the load of relief. It means a stable agriculture; and as
such I wish to urge that this Congress enact crop insurance
into law before any adjournment is considered.

Crop insurance offers protection against scarcity, but it is
not intended to meet the problem of surplus. That is the
problem that all of our agriculture is going to face, sooner
or later, and I fear it is going to be much sooner than later.
The promise of crops for this year is abundant. Look at
futures prices of corn at Chicago for the market estimate
of what corn will be worth. On July 26 the July corn fu-
tures closed at 104} cents a bushel, but the December fu-
tures closed at only 727 cents a bushel. The price of oats
over a good deal of the United States dropped from a farm
price of 50 cents a bushel to 25 cents a bushel just as soon as
farmers began threshing this year’s crop. That shows what
a surplus can do to farm prices. In wheat we have a very
different situation, but we need only look across the Cana-
dian border to see the reason why. Canadian crop losses
from drought and dust storms are largely responsible for the
high price of wheat in this country this year. But we cannot
go on year after year depending upon Canadian crop failures
to hold up the price of wheat. We must keep our own house
in order. We must think where we will be if there is no
Canadian crop failure. We must consider what year after
year of two and one-half billion bushel corn crops will mean
to corn prices and eventually to hog prices.

Our farmers are thinking about these things. They are
looking to us to redeem the pledges of the campaign of last
year to maintain the income of agriculture. I say that this
administration is committed to the task of maintaining
agricultural income and prosperity, and failure to enact
comprehensive farm legislation at this session will be viewed
by our farmers as a breach of faith. We all know the de-
mand for such a type of legislation. The wishes of farmers
have been made known by their recognized spokesmen.
President Roosevelt and Secretary Wallace have repeatedly
emphasized the urgency of the problem. What are we wait-
ing for? We have been here for nearly 7 months, and we
have precious little to show for these months, This is the
busy season on the farm and farmers do not have time to
write to us. But they are depending on us. I, for one, say
that we must not fail. [Applause.]

Mr. HOOK. Mr, Chairman, I yield to the gentleman
from Wyoming [Mr. Greever] such time as he desires,

Mr. GREEVER. Mr. Chairman and members of the
Committee, the subject of sugar-beet legislation has been
so fully covered during the committee hearings, which it
was my pleasure to attend on a great many occasions, and
during the debate in the House yesterday and today, that
it seems almost useless to attempt to add anything to what
has been said; but I do wish to stress the importance of
the sugar-beet industry to the sugar-producing States.

In 1936 continental United States preduced 26,100,000
bags of sugar. The crop for that year amounted to more
than $130,000,000. In the irrigated sections of the West,

which are admirably adapted to beet raising, the sugar-beet
industry constitutes the largest cash crop. During the years
1925 to 1936, inclusive, on the Shoshone project in Wyoming
the average value of potatoes raised was $76.28 per acre,
while during the same period of time the average of sugar
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beets produced was $77.43 per acre. I believe that this
comparison would be true in most of the irrigated sections.
Sugar beets qualify as a cultivated crop recommended for
successful rotation and provide valuable livestock feed, the
sugar-beet industry being a valuable adjunct to the live-
stock business. In addition to about 3,700 pounds of sugar
produced from an acre of beets, the byproducts will produce
approximately 400 pounds of beef or mutton. The low-cost
byproducts can be supplemented by feed crops which are
grown in rotation with the beets. Beets give more than
twice as much employment per acre as any other crop, and
according to a study made in one county in Colorado, they
return more per hour of man-labor than any other crop,
namely, 94.64 cents, Employment benefits extend beyond
the farm, too, in the factory pay roll and utilization of
nearby materials in the sugar-manufacturing process, which
adds greatly to the stability of business in the community.

Beet growers in the United States desire legislation pri-
marily for the continuance of the sugar quota system, in-
cluding benefit payments and a tax on their products for
the purpose of raising revenue sufficient to pay such bene-
fits. In his message to Congress on March 1, 1937, the
President requested such legislation and recommended that
the principles of the Jones-Costigan Act should be re-
enacted. The quota system instituted under the Jones-
Costigan Act has proven to be of tremendous benefit to the
sugar growers of this country and has resulted in stabilizing
this industry and making it a profitable one throughout the
United States. It is a far-sighted, far-reaching policy and
one which places the American sugar grower in a position
whereby he will have a stabilized and profitable market,
with the additional advaniage of contrclling the price of
sugar to the extent where it will not be disastrous to the
consumer.

Without exception the beet growers of my State are
fully in harmony with the principle of this legislation; and,
while the bill is a result of patient compromise, it presents,
in my opinion, & strong and well-reasoned piece of legisla-
tion.

The charge has been made that because of restriction
upon the refined-sugar quotas from Hawalii and Puerto Rico
that this legislation discriminates against these two terri-
tories. In all fairness, I do not see how either Hawaii or
Puerto Rico could complain in the slightest of this legisla-
tion. In 1934 Congress passed the Jones-Costigan bill which
provided for a quota plan which fixed the value of other
continental sugar groups and of Puerto Rico and Hawaii at
near their then existing maximum levels. As I understand
the Jones-Costigan legislation, it attempted insofar as possi-
hle to fix a quota not only of sugar beets and cane sugar to
be grown in the continental United States and in the insular
possessions, but thereby also in effect fixed the quota as to
the amount which should be refined in the United States.
There is no question but what Hawaii and Puerto Rico re-
ceived great benefits from this bill. As a matter of fact, asa
result of the bill Hawaiian sugar received benefits amount-
ing to many millions of dollars from the bill on its quota
of sugar. The same is true of Puerto Rico. As a matter of
fact, the Jones-Costigan Act in establishing quota limita-
tions on production and marketing of sugar for the conti-
nental United States did not require Hawaii to reduce her
previous maximum volume of refined-sugar shipments to the
continent, but limited her to that maximum, In effect ex-
actly this same thing was done in the sugar-beet producing
areas, because by limiting the quota, necessarily the manu-
facturing of sugar was also limited to the areas surrounding
and available to the beet factories. If the sections restrict-
ing the importations of refined sugar were stricken from this
bill, it would simply mean that Hawaii and Puerto Rico would
be preferred over the continental United States in that
regard.

This bill has been carefully worked out. The committee
deserves the congratulations and the thanks of the Congress
for the excellent job which they have done under the most
adverse and trying conditions. The legislation is construc-
tive and sound and I hope, with my colleagues from sugar-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

AvuGusT 5

producing areas, that this bill will be passed by a large
majority.

It is the province of Congress to consider legislation.
Threats of the veto of a bill should not deter us from what
we believe to be an honest and constructive purpose. [Ap-
plause.]

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, this is a technical bill. I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of the bill under the
5-minute rule may be dispensed with and that amendments
may be offered anywhere in the bill so long as it is under con-
sideration. I do this in order to allow full discussion of the
important amendments which will be offered.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, reserving the right to
object, does the gentleman mean to say that the bill will not
be read tomorrow under the 5-minute rule?

Mr. JONES, The bill will not be read, but amendments will
be in order anywhere in the bill as under the 5-minute rule.

Mr. CRAWFORD. This does not affect the time at all?

Mr. JONES. The gentleman is correct.

'~ The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

The bill is as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That this act may be cited as the Sugar Act

of 1937.
TrrLE I. DEFINITIONS

Secrion 101. For the purposes of this act, except title IV—

(a) The term “person” means an individual, partnership, cor-
poration, or association.

(b) The term “sugars” means any grade or type of saccharine
product derived from sugarcane or sugar beets, which contains
sucrose, dextrose, or levulose.

(c) The term “sugar” means raw sugar or direct-consumption

SUgAr.

(d) The term “raw sugar” means any sugars which are prin-
cipally of crystalline structure and which are to be further re-
fined or improved in quality, and any sugars which are princi-
pally not of crystalline structure but which are to be further
refined or otherwise improved in quality to produce any sugars
principally of crystalline structure.

(e) The term “direct-consumption sugar” means any sugars
which are principally of crystalline structure and which are not
to be further refined or otherwise improved in quality.

(f) The term “liquid sugar” means any sugars (exclusive of
sirup of cane juice produced from sugarcane grown in continental
United States) which are principally not of crystalline structure
and which contain, or which are to be used for the production of
any sugars principally not of crystalline structure which contain
soluble nonsugar solids (excluding any foreign substances that
may have been added) equal to 6 percent or less of the total
soluble solids.

(g) Sugars in dry amorphous form shall be considered to be
principally of crystalline structure.

(h) The “raw value” of any quantity of sugars means its equiva-
lent in terms of ordinary commercial raw sugar testing 96 sugar
degrees by the polariscope, determined in accordance with regula-
ticns to be issued by the Secretary. The principal grades and types
of sugar and liquid sugar shall be translated into terms of raw
value in the following manner:

(1) For direct-consumption sugar, derived from sugar beets and
testing 92 or more sugar degrees by the polariscope, by multiplying
the number of pounds thereof by 1.07.

(2) For sugar derived from sugarcane and testing 92 sugar de-
grees by the polariscope, by multiplying the number of pounds
thereof by 0.93.

(3) For sugar derived from sugarcane and testing more than
92 sugar degrees by the polariscope, by multiplying the number of
pounds thereof by the figure obtained by adding to 0.93 the result
of multiplying 0.0175 by the number of degrees and fractions of a
degree of polarization above 92°.

(4) For sugar and liquid sugar testing less than 92 sugar degrees
by the polariscope, by dividing the number of pounds of the “total
sugar content” thereof by 0.972.

(5) The Secretary may establish rates for translating sugar and
liquid sugar into terms of raw value for (a) any grade or type of
sugar or liquid sugar not provided for in the foregoing and (b)
any special grade or type of sugar or liquid sugar for which he de-
termines that the raw value cannot be measured adequately under
the provisions of paragraphs (1) to (4), inclusive, of this sub-
section (h).

(1) The term “total sugar content” means the sum of the
sucrose (Clerget) and reducing or invert sugars contained in any
grade or type of sugar or liquid sugar.

(§) The term “quota”, depending upon the context, means (1)
that quantity of sugar or liquid sugar which may be brought or im-
ported into the continental United States, for consumption therein,
during any calendar year from the Territory of Hawail, Puerto
Rico, the Virgin Islands, the Commonwealth of the Philippine Is-
lands, or a foreign country or group of foreign countries; (2) that
quantity of sugar or liguid sugar produced from sugar beets or
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sugarcane grown in the continental United States which, during
any calendar year, may be shipped, or marketed in
interstate commerce, or in competition with sugar or liquid sugar
shipped, transported, or marketed in interstate or foreign com-
merce; or (3) that quantity of sugar or liguid sugar which may
be marketed in the Territory o:!:al Hav:‘sii or in Puerto Rico, for con=-
tion therein, during any calendar year.

sux(xg The term “producer” means a person who is the legal owner,
at the time of harvest or abandonment, of a portion or all of a
mpotsugarbeetaoraugarcanegrownonsfarmfurth&emc-
tion of sugar or liquid sugar.

(1) The terms “including” and “include” shall not be deemed to
exclude anything not mentioned but otherwise within the meaning
of the term defined.

(m) The term “Secretary” means the Secretary of Agriculture.

Trrie II. QuoTrAa PROVISIONS

SecTioN 201. The Secretary shall determine for each calendar
year the amount of sugar needed to meet the requirements of con-
sumers in the continental United States; such determinations
shall be made during the month of December in each year for
the succeeding calendar year and at such other times during
mchcalmdmywumsemmmydeemnmrgtomt
such requirements. In making such determinations the Secretary
ghall use as a basis the quantity of direct-consumption sugar
distributed for consumption, as indicated by official statistics of
the Department of Agriculture, during the 12-month period end-
ing October 31 next preceding the calendar year for which the
determination is being made, and shall make allowances for a
deficiency or surplus in inventories of sugar, and changes in con-
sumption, as computed from statistics published by agencies of
the Federal Government with respect to inventories of sugar,

tion, and demand conditions; and in order that the regu-
lation of commerce provided for under this act shall not result
in excessive prices to consumers, the Becretary shall make such
additional allowances as he may deem necessary in the amount
of sugar determined to be needed to meet the requirments of
consumers, so that the supply of sugar made available under this
act shall not result In average prices to consumers in excess of
those necessary to make the production of sugar beets and sugar-
cane as profitable on the average, per dollar of total gross income,
as the production of the five principal (measured on the basis of
acreage) agricultural cash crops in the United States.

Sec. 202. Whenever a determination is made, pursuant to sec-
tion 201, of the amount of sugar needed to meet the require-
ments of consumers, the Secretary shall establish quotas, or
revise existing quotas—

(a) For domestic sugar-producing areas by prorating among
such areas 55.59 percent of such amount of sugar (but not less
than 8,715,000 short tons) on the following basis:

Area Percent
Domestic beet sugar. 41.72
Mainland cane sugar. 11.31
Hawail ____ 25.25
Puerto Rico. 21.48
Virgin Islands .24

(b) For foreign countries, and the Commonwealth of the Philip-
pine Islands, by prorating 44.41 percent of such amount of sugar
(except, if such amount of sugar is less than 6,682,670 short
tons, the excess of such amount over 3,715,000 short tons), on
the following basis:

Area Percent
Commonwealth of the Philippine Islands e 84.70
Cuba._ 64. 41
Foreign countries other than Cuba .89

The quota for foreign countries other than Cuba shall be pro-
rated among such countries on the basis of the division of the
quota for such countries made in General Bugar Quota Regula-
tions, Serles 4, No. 1, issued December 12, 1936, pursuant to the
Agricultural Adjustment Act, as amended.

Sec. 203. In accordance with the applicable provisions of sec-
tion 201, the Secretary shall also defermine the amount of sugar
needed to meet the requirements of consumers in the Territory
of Hawail, and in Puerto Rlco, and shall establish quotas for the
amounts of sugar which may be marketed for local consumption
in such areas equal to the amounts determined to be needed to
meet the requirements of consumers therein.

SEc. 204. (a) The Secretary shall, as he deems necessary dur-
ing the calendar year, determine whether, in view of the current
inventories of sugar, the estimated production from the acreage
of sugarcane or sugar beets planted, the normal marketings within
a calendar year of new-crop sugar, and other pertinent factors,
any domestic area, the Commonwealth of the Philippine Islands,
or Cuba, will be unable to market the quota for such area. If
the Secretary finds that any domestic area or Cuba will be unable
to market the quota for such area for the calendar year then
current, he shall revise the quotas for the domestic areas and
Cuba by prorating an amount of sugar equal to the deficit so
determined to the other such areas, on the basis of the quotas
then in effect. Any portion of such sugar which the Secretary
determines cannot be supplied by domestic areas and Cuba ghall
be prorated to foreign countries other than Cuba on the basis
of the prorations of the gquota then in effect for such foreign
countries. If the Secretary finds that the Commonwealth of the
Philippine Islands will be unable to market the quota for such
area for the calendar year then current, he shall revise the quota
for foreign countries other than Cuba by prorating an amount
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of sugar equal to the deficit so determined to such foreign coun-
tries, on the basis of the tions of the quota then in effect
for such countries: , however, That the quota for any
domestic area, the Commonwealth of the Philippine Islands, or
Cuba or other foreign countries, shall not be reduced by reason
of any determination made pursuant to the provisions of this
subsection.

(b) If, on the 1st day of September in any calendar year, any
part or all of the proration to any foreign country of the quota
in effect on the 1lst day of July in the same calendar year for
fcreign countries other than Cuba, has not been filled, the Sec-
retary may revise the proration of such quota among such for-
eign countries, by prorating an amount of sugar equal to such
unfilled proration to all other such foreign countries which have
filled thelr prorations of such quota by such date, on the basis
of the prorations then in effect.

Sec. 206. (a) Whenever the Becretary finds that the allotment
of any quota, or proration thereof, established for any area pur-
suant to the provisions of this act, is necessary to assure an or-
derly and adequate flow of sugar or liquid sugar in the channels
of interstate or foreign commerce, or to prevent disorderly market-
ing or importation of sugar or liquid sugar, or to maintain a
continuous and stable supply of sugar or liquid sugar, or to afford
all interested persons an equitable opportunity to market sugar
or liguid sugar within any area's quota, after such hearing and
upon such notice as he may by regulations prescribe, he shall
make allotments of such quota or proration thereof by allotting
to persons who market or import sugar or liquid sugar, for such
periods as he may designate, the quantities of sugar or liquid
sugar which each such person may market In continental United
States, the Territory of Hawail, or Puerto Rico, or may import
or bring into continental United States, for consumption therein.
Allotments shall be made in such manner and in such amounts
as to provide a fair, efficlent, and equitable distribution of such
quota or proration thereof, by taking into consideration the

of sugar or liquid sugar from sugar beets or sugar-
cane to which proportionate shares, determined pursuant to the
provisions of subsection (b) of section 302, pertained; the past
marketings or importations of each such n; or the ability of
such person to market or import that portion of such quota or
proration thereof allotted to him. The Secretary may also, upon
such hearing and notice as he may by regulations prescribe, re-
vise or amend any such allotment upon the same basis as the
initial allotment was made.

(b) An appeal may be taken, in the manner hereinafter pro-
vided, from any decision making such allotments, or revision
thereof, to the United States Court of Appeals for the District of
Columbia in any of the following cases:

(1) By any applicant for an allotment whose application shall
have been denled.

(2) By any person aggrieved by reason of any decision of the
Secretary granting or revising any allotment made to him.

(¢) Such appeal shall be taken by filing with sald court within
20 days after the decislon complained of is effective, notice in
writing of sald appeal and a statement of the reasons therefor,
together with proof of service of a true copy of said notice and
statement upon the Secretary. Unless a later date is specified by
the Secretary as part of his decision, the decision complained of
shall be considered to be effective as of the date on which public
announcement of the decision is made at the office
tary in the city of Washington. The hereupon,
and in any event not later than 10 days from the date of such
service upon him, mail or otherwise deliver a copy of said notice
of appeal to each person shown by the records of the
be interested in such appeal and to have a right to intervene
therein under the provisions of this section, and shall at all
thereafter permit any such person to inspect and make copies of
appellants’ reasons for said appeal at the office of the Secretary in
the city of Washington. Within 30 days after the filing of sald
appeal the Secretary shall file with the court the originals or
certified copies of all papers and evidence presented to him upon
the hearing involved and also a like copy of his decision thereon
and shall within 30 days thereafter file a full statement in writing
of the facts and grounds for his decision as found and given by
him and a list of all interested persons to whom he has mailed or
otherwise delivered a copy of saild notice of appeal.

(d) Within 30 days after the filing of said appeal any interested
person may intervene and participate in the p: had upon
sald appeal by fillng with the court a notice of intention to inter-
vene and a verified statement showing the nature of the interest
of such party together with proof of service of true copies of said
notice and statement, both upon the appellant and upon the Sec-
retary. Any person who would be aggrieved or whose interests
would be adversely affected by reversal or modification of the decl-
sion of the Becretary complained of shall be considered an inter-
ested party.

(e) At the earliest convenient time the court shall hear and
determine the appeal upon the record before if, and shall have
power, upon such record, to enter a judgment or revers-
ing the decision, and if it enters an order reversing the decision of
the Secretary it shall remand the case to the Secretary to carry out
the judgment of the court: Provided, however, That the review
by the court shall be limited to questions of law and that findings
of fact by the Secretary, if supported by substantial evidence, shall
be conclusive unless it shall clearly appear that the findings of the
Secretary are arbitrary or capricious. The court's judgment shall
be final, subject, however, to review by the Supreme Court of the
United States, upon writ of certiorari on petition therefor, under
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section 240 of the Judicial Code, as amended (U. 8. C,, 1034 ed,
title 28, sec. 347), by appellant, by the Secretary, or by any inter-
ested party intervening in the appeal.

(f) The court may, in its discretion, enter judgment for costs in
favor of or against an appellant, and other interested parties in-
tervening in said appeal, but not against the Secretary, depending
upon the nature of the issues involved in such appeal and the
ocutcome -thereof.

(g) The Government of the Commonwealth of the Philippine
Islands shall make allotments of any quota established for it pur-
suant to the provisions of this act on the basis specified in section
6 (d) of Public Law No. 127, approved March 24, 1934.

Sec. 206. Until sugar quotas are established pursuant to this act
for the calendar year 1937, whigh shall be within 60 days after its
enactment, the quotas determined by the Secretary in General
Sugar Quota Regulations, series 4, no. 1, issued December 12, 1936,
pursuant to the provisions of the Agricultural Adjustment Act, as
amended, shall remain in full force and effect.

Sec. 207. (a) Not more than 29,616 short tons, raw value, of the
quota for Hawail for any calendar year may be filled by direct~
consumption sugar.

(b) Not more than 126,033 short tons, raw value, of the quota
for Puerto Rico for any calendar year may be filled by direct-
consumption sugar.

(c) None of the quota for the Virgin Itlands for any calendar
year may be filled by direct-consumption sugar.

(d) Not more than 80,214 short tons, raw value, of the quota
for the Commonwealth of the Philippine Islands for any calendar
year may be filled by direct-consumption sugar.

(e) Not more than 375,000 short tons, raw value, of the quota
for Cuba for any calendar year may be filled by direct-consump-
tion sugar.

(f) This section shall not apply with respect to the quotas
established under section 203 for marketing for local consumption
in Hawall and Puerto Rico.

Sec. 208. Quotas for liquid sugar for foreign countries for each
calendar year are hereby established as follows:

In terms of wine gallons of

Coun 75 percent total sugar content
Cuba il 7,870, 558
Dominican Republic 830, 894
Other forelgn countries 0

The quantities of liquid sugar imported into the continental
United States during the calendar year 1937, prior to the enact-
ment of this act, shall be charged against the quotas for the cal-
endar year 1937 established by this section.

Sec. 209. All persons are hereby prohibited—

(a) From bringing or importing into the continental United
States from the Territory of Hawali, Puerto Rico, the Virgin Is-
lands, the Commonwealth of the Philippine Islands, or foreign
countries any sugar or liquid sugar after the quota for such area,
or the proration of any such quota, has been filled;

(b) From shipping, transporting, or marketing in Interstate
commerce, or in competition with sugar or liquid sugar shipped,
transported, or marketed in interstate or foreign commerce any
sugar or liquid sugar produced from sugar beeis or sugarcane
grown in elther the domestic-beet-sugar area or the mainland-
cane-sugar area after the quota for such area has been filled;

(¢) From marketing in either the Territory of Hawall or Puerto
Rico, for consumption therein, any sugar or liquid sugar after
the quota therefor has been filled;

(d) From exceeding allotments of any quota or proration
thereof made to them pursuant to the provisions of this act.

Sec. 210, (a) The determinations provided for in sections 201
and 203, and all quotes, prorations, and allotments, except quotas
established pursuant to the provisions of section 208, shall be made
or established in terms of raw value.

(b) For the purposes of this title, liquid sugar, except that im-
ported from foreign countries, shall be included with sugar in
making the determinations provided for in sections 201 and 203
and In the establishment or revision of quotas, prorations, and
allotments.

Szc. 211. (a) The raw-value egquivalent of any sugar or liquid
sugar in any form, including sugar or liquid sugar in manufac-
tured products, exported from the continental United States under
the provisions of section 313 of the Tariff Act of 1930 shall be
credited against any charges which shall have been made in respect
to the applicable quota or proration for the country of origin.
The country of origin of sugar or liquid sugar in respect to which
any credit shall be established shall be that country in respect to
importation from which drawback of the exported sugar or liquid

has been claimed. Sugar or liquid sugar entered infto the
continental United States under an applicable bond established
pursuant to orders or regulations issued by the Secretary, for the
express purpose of subsequently exporting the equivalent quantity
of sugar or liquid sugar as such, or in manufactured articles, shall
not be charged against the applicable quota or proration for the
country of origin.

(b) Exportation within the meaning of sections 309 and 313 of
the Tariff Act of 1930 shall be considered to be exportation within
the meaning of this section.

(¢) The quota established for any domestic-sugar producing
area may be filled only with sugar or liquid sugar produced from
sugar beets or sugarcane grown in such area: Provided, however,
That any sugar or liquid sugar admitted free of duty from the

vn-ginmandsunderthea.ctoxcong:u.sppmvedmcha.mn_
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{3}2 S‘;.:t. 1133), may be admitied within the quota for the Virgin
nas,

Sec. 212, The provisions of this title shall not apply to (1) the
first 10 short toms, raw value, of sugar or ligquid sugar imported
from any foreign country, other than Cuba, in any calendar year;
(2) the first 10 short tons, raw value, of sugar or liquid sugar
imported from any foreign country, other than Cuba, in any calen-
dar year for religious, sacramental, educational, or experimental
purposes; (3) liquid sugar imported from any foreign country,
other than Cuba, in individual sealed containers of such capacity
as the Secretary may determine, not in excess of 1.1 gallons each;
or (4) any sugar or liguid sugar imported, brought into, or pro-
duced or manufactured in the United States for the distillation of
alcohol, or for livestock feed, or for the production of livestock feed.

TiTLE IIT—CONDITIONAL-PAYMENT PROVISIONS

Sectron 301. The Secretary is authorized to make payments on
the following conditions with respect to sugar or liquid sugar com-
mercially recoverable from the sugar beets or sugarcane grown on
a farm for the extraction of sugar or liquid sugar:

(a) That no child under the age of 14 years shall have been em-
ployed or permitted to work on the farm, whether for gain to such
child or any other person, in the production, cultivation, or har-
vesting of a crop of sugar beets or sugarcane with respect to which
application for payment is made, except a member of the imme-
diate family of a person who was the legal owner of not less than
40 percent of the crop at the time such work was performed; and
that no child between the ages of 14 and 16 years shall have been
employed or permitted to do guch work, whether for gain to such
child or any other person, for a longer period than 8 hours in any
one day, except a member of the immediate family of a person who
was the legal owner of not less than 40 percent of the crop at the
time such work was performed.

(b) That all persons employed on the farm in the production,
cultivation, or harvesting of sugar beets or sugarcane with respect
to which an application for payment is made shall have been
paid in full for all such work, and shall have been paid wages
therefor at rates not less than those that may be determined by
the Secretary to be fair and reasonable after investigation and
due notice and opportunity for public hearing; and in making
such determinations the shall take into consideration
the standards therefor formerly established by him under the
Agricultural Adjustment Act, as and the differences in
conditions among various producing areas: Provided, however,
That a payment which would be payable except for the foregoing
provisions of this subsection may be made, as the Becretary may
determine, in such manner that the laborer will receive an
amount, insofar as such payment will sufiice, equal to the amount
of the accrued unpaid wages fcr such work, and that the pro-
ducer will receive the remainder, if any, of such payment,

(¢) That there shall not have been marketed (or processed) an
amount (in terms of planted acreage, weight, or recoverable sugar
content) of sugar beets or sugarcane grown on the farm and
used for the production of sugar or liquid sugar to be marketed
in, or so0 as to compete with or otherwise directly affect interstate
or forelgn commerce, in excess of the proportionate share for the
farm, as determined by the Secretary pursuant to the provisions
of section 302, of the total quantity of sugar beets or sugarcane
required to be processed to enable the area in which such sugar
beets or sugarcane are produced to meet the quota (and provide
e normal carry-over inventory) as estimated by the Secretary for
such area for the calendar year during which the larger part of
the sugar or liquid sugar from such crop normally would be
marketed.

(d) That the producer on the farm who Is also, directly or
indirectly, a processor of sugar beets or sugarcane, as may be
determined by the Secretary, shall have pald, or contracted to
pay under either purchase or toll agreements, for any sugar
beets or sugarcane grown by other producers and processed by
him at rates not less than those that may be determined by the
Secretary to be fair and reasonable after investigation and due
notice and opportunity for public hearing.

(e) That there shall have been carried out on the farm such
farming practices in connection with the production of sugar
beets and sugarcane during the year in which the crop was
harvested with respect to which a payment is applied for, as
the Becretary may determine, pursuant to this subsection, for
preserving and improving fertility of the soll and for preventing
soil erosion, such practices to be consistent with the reasonable
standards of the farming community in which the farm is situated.

The conditions provided in subsection (a) and in subsection
(b) with respect to wage rates, of this section shall not apply to
work performed prior to the enactment of this act; and the con-
dition provided in subsection (c¢) of this section shall not apply
to the marketing of the first crop harvested after the enactment
of this act from sugar beets or sugarcane planted prior to such
enactment.

Sec. 302. (a) The amount of sugar or liquid sugar with respect
to which payment may be made shall be the amount of sugar or
liquid sugar commercially recoverable, as determined by the Sec-
retary, from the sugar beets or sugarcane grown on the farm and
marketed (or processed by the producer) not in excess of the
proportionate share for the farm, as determined by the Secretary,
of the quantity of sugar beets or sugarcane for the extraction of
sugar or liguid sugar required to be processed to enable the pro-
ducing area in which the crop of sugar beets or sugarcane is
grown to meet the quota (and provide a normal carry-over in-
ventory) estimated by the Becretary for such area for the calen-
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dar year during which the larger part of the sugar or liquid
sugar from such crop normally would be marketed.

(b) In determining the proportionate shares with respect to a
farm, the Secretary may take into consideration the past produc-
tion on the farm of sugar beets and sugarcane marketed (or

) for the extraction of sugar or liquid sugar and the
ability to produce such sugar beets or sugarcane, and the Secre-
tary shall, insofar as practicable, protect the interests of new
producers and small producers and the interests of producers who
are cash tenants, share-tenants, adherent planters, or share-

croppers.

(c) Payments shall be effective with respect to sugar or liquid
sugar commercially recoverable from sugar beets and sugarcane
grown on a farm and which shall have been marketed (or proc-
essed by the producer) on and after July 1, 1837.

Bec. 303. In addition to the amount of sugar or liquid sugar
with respect to which payments are authorized under subsection
(a) of section 302, the Secretary is also authorized to make pay-
ments, on the conditions provided in section 301, with respect to
bona-fide abandonment of planted acreage and crop deficiencies
of harvested acreage, resulting from droughbt, flood, storm, freeze,
disease, or insects, which cause such damage to all or a substan-
tial part of the crop of sugar beets or sugarcane in the same
factory district (as established by the Becretary), county, parish,
municipality, or local producing area, as determined in accord-
ance with regulations issued by the Secretary, on the following
quantities of sugar or liquid sugar: (1) With respect to such
bona-fide abandonment of each planted acre of sugar beets or
sugarcane, one-third of the normal yield of commercially recov-
erable sugar or liguid sugar per acre for the farm, as defermined
by the Secretary; and (2) with respect to such crop deficiencies
of harvested acreage of sugar beets or sugarcane, the excess of 80
percent of the normal yield of commercially recoverable sugar or
liquid sugar for such acreage for the farm, as determined by the
Secretary, over the actual yield. ;

Sec. 304. (a) The amount of the base rate of payment shall be
60 cents per hundred pounds of sugar or liquid sugar, raw value.

(b) All payments shall be calculated with to a farm
which, for the purposes of this act, shall be a farming unit as
determined in accordance with regulations issued by the Secre-
tary, and in making such determinations, the Secretary shall take
into consideration the use of common work stock, equipment,
labor, nt, and other pertinent factors.

(c) ?h?:wmtom;:aymmt with respect to a farm shall be the
product of the base rate specified in subsection (a) of this section
multiplied by the amount of sugar and liquid sugar, raw value,
with respect to which payment is to be made, except that reduc-
tions shall be made from such total payment in accordance with
the following scale of reductions:

Reduction in the base rate of payment per hundredweight of such

That portion of the quantity of sugar and liquid sugar which is
included within the following intervals of short tons, raw value:

500 to 1,500 $0.050
1,500 to 6,000__ .075
6,000 to 12,000 . 100
12,000 to 30,000 .126
30,000 to 50,000 . 300
More than 50,000 . 450

(d) Application for payment shall be made by, and payments

shall be made to, the producer or, in the even

appearance, or incompetency, his legal representati

Provided, however, That all producers on the farm shall signify in

the application for payment the percent of the total payment with

respect to the farm to be made to each ucer

further, That payments may be made, (1) in

death, disappearance, or incompetency of a producer, to such bene-

ficlary as the producer may designate in the ap;

ment; (2) to one producer of a group of two or more producers,

provided all producers on the farm designate su

application for payment as sole reciplent for their benefit of the

payment with respect to the farm; or (3) to a person who is not a
ucer, provided such person controls the land included within

e farm with respect to which the application for payment is
made and Is designated by the sole producer (or all producers) on
the farm, as sole recipient for his or their benefit, of the payment
with respect to the farm.

Bec. 305. In carrying out the provisions of titles II and IIT of
this act the Secretary is authorized to utilize local committees of
sugar beet or sugarcane producers, State and county agricultural
conservation committees, or the Agricultural Extension Service and
other agencies, and the Secretary may prescribe that all or a part
of the expenses of such committees may be deducted from the pay-
ments herein authorized.

Bec. 306. The facts constituting the basis for any payment, or
the amount thereof authorized to be made under this title, offi-
clally determined in conformity with rules or regulations prescribed
by the Secretary, shall be reviewable only by the Secretary, and his
determinations with respect thereto shall be final and conclusive.

Bgc. 307. This title shall apply to the continental United States,
the Territory of Hawaii, and Puerto Rico.

TiTLE IV. ExcisE TAXES WITH RESPECT TO SUGCAR
DEFINITIONS
Becrion 401. For the purposes of this title—
(8) The term “person” means an individual, partnership, cor-
poration, or association.

i

(b) The term “manufactured sugar” means any sugar derived
from sugar beets or sugarcane, which is not to be, and which shall
not be, further refined or otherwise improved in quality; except
sugar in liquid form which contains nonsugar solids (excluding
any foreign substance that may have been added) equal to more
than 6 percent of the total soluble solids, and except also sirup
of cane juice produced from sugarcane grown in continental United
Btates. Notwithstanding the foregoing exceptions, sugar in liquid
form (regardless of its nonsugar solid content) which is to be
used in the distillation of alcohol shall be considered manufac-
tured sugar.

The grades or types of sugar within the meaning of this defini-
tion shall include, but shall not be limited to, granulated sugar,
lump sugar, cube sugar, powdered sugar, sugar in the form of
blocks, cones, or molded shapes, confectioners’ sugar, washed sugar,
centrifugal sugar, clarified sugar, turbinado sugar, plantation white
sugar, muscovado sugar, refiners’ soft sugar, invert sugar mush,
raw sugar, sirups, molasses, and sugar mixtures,

(c) The term “total * means the total amount of the
sucrose (Clerget) and of the reducing or invert sugars. The total
sugars contained in any grade or type of manufactured sugar shall
be ascertalned in the manner prescribed in paragraphs 758, 759,
'?62&09.:111 763 of the United States Customs Regulations (1831
edition),

(d) The term “United States” shall be deemed to include the
States, the Territories of Hawaii and Alaska, the District of Colum-
bia, and Puerto Rico.

TAX ON THE MANUFACTURE OF SUGAR

Bec. 402. (a) Upon manufactured sugar manufactured in the
United States, there shall be levied, collected, and paid a tax, to
be paid by the manufacturer at the following rates:

(1) On all manufactured sugar testing by the polariscope 92
sugar degrees, 0,465 cent per pound, and for each additional sugar
degree shown by the polariscopic test, 0.00876 cent per pound
additional, and fractions of a degree in proportion;

(2) On all manufactured sugar testing by the polariscope less
gﬂhxznsumdegrees,o.ﬁléi cent per pound of the total sugars

rein.

(b) Any person who acquires any sugar which is to be manu-
factured into manufactured sugar but who, without further re-
fining or otherwise improving it in quality, sells such sugar as
manufactured sugar or uses such sugar as manufactured sugar in
the production of other articles for sale shall be considered for the
purposes of this section the manufacturer of manufactured sugar
and, as such, liable for the tax hereunder with respect thereto.

(¢) The manufacturer shall file on the last day of each month
a return and pay the tax with to manufactured sugar
manufactured after the effective date of this title (1) which has
been sold, or used in the

within 12 months ending during the preceding calendar month,
after it was manufactured (if the tax has not already been paid) :
Provided, That the first return and payment of the tax shall

the last day of the second month following the
month in which this title takes effect.

sugar
be considered to have been sold or used in the order in which
it was manufactured.

(d) No tax shall be required to be paid upon the manufacture
of manufactured sugar by, or for, the producer of the sugar
beets or sugarcane from which such manufactured sugar was de-

IMPORT COMPENBATING TAX

Sec. 403. (a) In addition to any other tax or duty im
by law, there shall be imposed, under such regulations as the
Commissioner of Customs shall prescribe, with the approval of
the Secretary of the , & tax upon articles imported or
brought into the United States as follows:

(1) On all manufactured sugar testing by the polariscope 92
sugar degrees, 0.465 cent per pound, and for each additional sugar
degree shown by the polariscopic test, 0.00875 cent per pound
additional, and fractions of a degree in proportion;

(2) On all manufactured sugar testing by the polariscope less
than 92 sugar degrees 0.5144 cent per pound of the total sugars
therein;

(3) On all articles composed in chief value of manufactured
sugar 0.5144 cent per pound of the total sugars therein.

(b) Such tax shall be levied, assessed, collected, and paid in
the same manner as a duty imposed by the Tariff Act of 1930,
and shall be treated for the purposes of all provisons of law re-
lating to the customs revenue as a duty imposed by such act,
except that for the purposes of sections 336 and 350 of such act
(the so-called flexible-tarif and trade-agreements provisions)
such tax shall not be considered a duty or import restriction, and
except that no preference with respect to such tax shall be
accorded any articles imported or brought into the United States.

EXPORTATION, LIVESTOCK FOOD, AND DISTILLATION

Sec. 404. (a) Upon the exportation from the United States to a
foreign country, or the shipment from the United States to any
possession of the United States except Puerto Rico, of any man-
ufactured sugar, or any article manufactured wholly or partly
from manufactured sugar, with respect to which tax under the
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provisions of section 402 has been pald, the amount of such tax
shall be paid by the Commissioner of Internal Revenue to the
consignor named in the bill of lading under which the article
was exported or shipped to a possession, or to the shipper, if
the consignor waives any claim thereto in favor of such shipper:
Provided, That no such payment shall be allowed with respect to
any manufactured sugar, or article, upon which, through sub-
stitution or otherwise, a drawback of any tax paid under section
403 has been or is to be claimed under any provisions of law
made applicable by section 403.

(b) Upon the use of any manufactured sugar, or article man-
ufactured therefrom, as livestock feed, or in the production of
livestock feed, or for the distillation of alcohol, there shall be
paid by the Commissioner of Internal Revenue to the person so
using such manufactured sugar, or article manufactured there-
from, the amount of any tax pald under section 402 with respect
the i

(c) No payment shall be allowed under this section unless
within 1 year after the right to such payment has accrued a claim
therefor is filed by the person entitled thereto.

COLLECTION OF TAXES

Skc. 405. (a) Except as otherwise provided, the taxes imposed by
this title shall be collected by the Bureau of Internal Revenue
under the direction of the Secretary of the Treasury. Such faxes
shall be paid into the Treasury of the United States.

(b) All provisions of law, including penalties, applicable with
respect to the taxes imposed under title IV of the Revenue Act of
1932, shall, insofar as applicable and not inconsistent with the
provisions of this title, be applicable in respect to the tax imposed
by section 402. If the tax is not pald when due, there shall be
added as part of the tax interest at 6 percent per annum from
the date the tax became due until the date of payment.

(¢) The Commissioner of Internal Revenue, with the approval
of the Secretary of the Treasury, shall prescribe such rules and
regulations as may be necessary to carry out all provisions of
this title except section 403.

(d) Any person required, pursuant to the ons of section
402, to file a return may be required to file such return with and
pay the tax shown to be due thereon to the collector of internal
revenue for the district in which the manufacturing was done
or the liability incurred.

EFFECTIVE DATE

Sec. 406. The provisions of this title shall become effective on
the date of enactment of this act.

TrreE V. GENERAL PROVISIONS

SectioN. 501. For the purposes of this act, except title IV, the
Secretary shall—

(a) Appoint and fix the compensation of such officers and em-~
ployees as he may deem necessary in the provisions
of this act: Provided, That all such officers and employees, except
attorneys, economists, experts, and persons in the employ of the
Department of Agriculture on the date of the enactment of this
act, shall be subject to the provisions of the civil-service laws
and the Classification Act of 1923, as amended: And provided
jurther, That no salary in excess of $10,000 per annum shall be
paid to any such person.

(b) Make such expenditures as he deems necessary to carry out
the provisions of this act, including personal services and rents
in the District of Columbia and elsewhere, traveling expenses (in-
cluding the purchase, maintenance, and repair of passenger-carry=
ing vehicles), supplies and equipment, lawbooks, books of refer-
ence, directories, periodicals, and newspapers.

Sec. 502. (a) There is hereby authorized to be appropriated for
each fiscal year for the purposes and administration of this act,
except for allotments in the Philippine Islands as provided in sub-
section (g) of section 205, a sum not to exceed $55,000,000.

(b) All funds available for carrying out this act shall be avail-
able for allotment to the bureaus and offices of the Department of
Agriculture and for fransfer to such other agencies of the Federal
Government as the Secretary may request to cooperate or assist in
carrying out the provisions of this act.

SEc. 503. There is authorized to be appropriated an amount equal
to the amount of the taxes collected or accrued under title IV on
sugars produced from sugarcane grown in the Commonwealth of the
Philippine Islands which are manufactured in or brought into the
United States on or prior to December 31, 1940, minus the costs of
collecting such taxes and the estimates of amounts of refunds
required to be made with respect to such taxes, for transfer to the
Government of the Commonwealth of the Philippines for the pur-
pose of financing a program of economic adjustment in the Philip-
pines, the transfer to be made under such terms and conditions as
the President of the United States may prescribe: Provided, That no
part of the appropriations herein authorized shall be paid directly
or indirectly for the production or processing of sugarcane in the
Philippine Islands,

Sec. 504. The Secretary is authorized to make such orders or regu-
lations, which shall have the force and effect of law, as may be
necessary to carry out the powers vested in him by this act. Any
person knowingly violating any order or regulation of the Secretary
issued pursuant to this act shall, upon conviction, be punished by
a fine of not more than $100 for each such violation.

Bec. 505, The several district courts of the United States are
hereby vested with jurisdiction ¥ to enforce, and to pre-
vent and restrain any person from violating, the provisions of this
act or of any order or regulation made or issued pursuant to this
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act. If and when the Secretary shall so request, it shall be the duty

of the several district attorneys of the United States in their respec-

tive districts to institute p to enforce the remedies and to

collect the penalties and forfeitures provided for in this act. The

remedies provided for in this act shall be in addition to, and not

c:h:u{'li;rtesr of, any of the remedies or penalties existing at law or
eq ]

SEec. 506. Any person who knowingly violates, or attempts to vio-
late, or who knowingly particlpates or alds in the viclation of, any
of the provisions of section 209, or any person who brings or imports
into the continental United States direct-consumption sugar after
the quantities specified in section 207 have been filled, shall forfeit
to the United States the sum equal to three times the market value
at the time of the commission of any such, (a) of that quantity of
sugar or liquid sugar by which any quota, proration, or allotment
is exceeded, or (b) of that quantity brought or imported into the
continental United States after the quantities in section
207 have been filled, which forfeiture shall be recoverable in a civil
suit brought in the name of the United States.

Sec. 507. All persons engaged in the manufacturing, marketing,
or transportation of sugar or liquid sugar, and having informa-
tion which the Secretary deems necessary to enable him to
administer the provisions of this act, shall, upon the request of
the Secretary, furnish him with such information. Any person
willfully failing or to furnish such information, or fur-
nishing willfully any false information, shall upon conviction be
subject to a penalty of not more than $1,000 for each such
vicg::ton. =

. 508. No person shall, while acting in official ea;
In the administration of this act, invest or s;oct?ynate in aui?:rdg
liquid sugar, contracts relating thereto, or the stock or member-
ship interests of any association or corporation engaged in the
production or manufacturing of sugar or liquid sugar. Any per-
son violating this section shall upon conviction thereof be fined
not more than $10,000 or imprisoned not more than 2 years, or

SEc. 509. Whenever the President finds and proclaims that a
nationalneconomlc or other emergency exists with respect to
sugar or liquid sugar, he shall by proclamation suspend the opera-
tion of title IT or III above, which he determines, on the basis of
such findings, should be suspended, and, thereafter, the tlon
of any such title shall continue in suspense until the President
finds and proclaims that the facts which occasioned such sus-
pension no longer exist. The Secretary shall make such investi-
gations and reports thereon to the President as may be necessary
to ald him in carrying out the provisions of this section.

Bec. 510. The provisions of the Agricultural Adjustment Act,
as amended, shall cease to apply to sugar upon the enactmient
of this act, and the provisions of Public Resolution No. 109, Sev-
enty-fourth Congress, approved June 19, 1936, are hereby repealed.

Sec. 511. In order to facilitate the effectuation of the purposes
of this act, the Secretary is authorized to make surveys, investi-
gations, including the holding of public hearings, and to make
recommendations with respect to (a) the terms and conditions
of contracts between the producers and processors of sugar beets
and sugarcane and (b) the terms and conditions of contracts
between laborers and producers of sugar beets and sugarcane.

Sec. 512. The Becretary is authorized to conduct surveys, investi-
gations, and research relating to the conditions and factors affect-
ing the methods of accomplishing most effectively the purposes
of this act and for the benefit of agriculture generally in any
area. Notwi any provision of existing law, the Secre-
tary is authorized to make public such information as he deems
necessary to carry out the provisions of this act.

Sec. 513, No tax shall be imposed on the manufacture, use, or
importation of sugar after December 31, 1940, and the powers
vested in the Secretary under this act shall
date, except that the shall have power to make pay-
ments under title IIT under programs applicable to the crop year
1940 and previous crop years.

With the following committee amendments:

On page 24, in the table between lines 2 and 3, strike out “20,000
to 50,000” and insert in lieu thereof “more than 30,000”, and strike
out the last line of the tahble.

On page 26, line 8, after the period, insert the following:

“Notwithstanding the foregoing exceptions, sugar in liquid form
(regardless of the nonsugar solid content) which is to be used in
the distillation of alcohol shall be considered manufactured sugar.”

On page 29, line 20, strike out the comma following the word
“exportation” and the words “livestock feed, and distillation”, and
insert in lieu thereof the words “and livestock feed.”

On page 30, line 14, strike out “or for the distillation of alcohol,”.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I move that the Committee
do now rise.

The miotion was agreed to.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and the Speaker having
resumed the chair, Mr. Branp, Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that
that Committee, having had under consideration the bill
(H. R. 7667) to regulate commerce among the several States,
with the Territories and possessions of the United States,
and with foreign countries; to protect the welfare of con-
sumers of sugars and of those engaged in the domestic

terminate on such
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sugar-producing industry; to promote the export trade of
the United States; to raise revenue; and for other purposes,
had come to no resolution thereon.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted as
follows:

To Mr. CocHraN (at the request of Mr. NeLson), until
Monday.

To Mr. DEmpsEY (at the request of Mr. GREEVER), for today,
on account of illness.

To Mr. O'Coxnor of New York, on account of illness,

To Mr. Towey, for tomorrow, on account of atiending
funeral of Hon. Frederick Lehlbach.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
all Members may have 5 legislative days within which to
extend their own remarks on the bill H. R. 7667, which has
been under consideration today.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

HOUR OF MEETING TOMORROW

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
when the House adjourns today it adjourn to meet at 11
o'clock tomorrow.

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, I understand from the majority leader
there will be no further business considered at the com-
pletion of the consideration of the sugar bill.

Mr. RAYBURN. The gentleman is correct.

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Is it further proposed
to adjourn over at that time until Monday?

Mr. RAYBURN. That is correct.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE

Mr. DOCKWEILER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent that on tomorrow, after the completion of the legisla-
tive program for the day and following any special orders
heretofore entered, I may address the House for 5 minutes
on the subject of transient relief in California.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from California?

There was no objection.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. KING. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent fo
insert two tables in the remarks I made today in the
Committee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
Delegate from Hawaii?

There was no objection.

Mr. TOBEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my own remarks in the Appendix of the Recorp and
include therein a letter from the Flood Control Commis-
sion of the State of New Hampshire with reference to the
flood-control compacts which are now pending in the House.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New Hampshire?

There was no objection.

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my own remarks in the ReEcorp and include therein
an address delivered over the radio by my colleague, the
gentleman from Kansas [Mr, LAMBERTSON].

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Kansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. CARTWRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent to extend my own remarks in the ReEcorp by including
a speech I made yesterday at Gettysburg.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Oklahoma?

There was no objection.
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Mr. HOOEK. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent fo
extend my own remarks in the Recorp with regard to the
sugar legislation, and include fherein certain tables from
Labor Statistics.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Michigan?

There was no objection.

WAGE AND HOUR LEGISLATION

The SPEAKER. Under a previous special order, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Swoprel is recognized for
20 minutes.

Mr. SWOPE. Mr. Speaker and Members of the House,
wage and hour legislation, in line with the Black-Connery
bill, presents three questions fo the Congress and the Amer-
ican people:

First. Is such legislation constitutional?

Second. Is there a need for it?

Third. Will it accomplish the hoped-for results?

In view of the broad, elastic features of the Constitution

of the United States and recent decisions of the United
States Supreme Court on social legislation, there are few
who would hold that wege and hour legislation is unconsti-
tutional.
. When countless people are working for insignificant wages
as low as $5 per week and less, some even almost within the
shadow of our State capitol dome at Harrisburg, it is time
that those charged with the responsibility of looking after
the affairs of our Government should concern themselves
with this problem. Millions of people are forced to exist on
a level which most of us would consider way below even
the minimum standard of existence. This deplorable con-
dition holds within it the seeds of grave trouble for the
American people and the Nation in the future. For a large
part of our people to continue under a substandard of exist-
ence is bound to breed evils which will eventually be inimical
to our form of government

Much has been said about the causes which brought about
dictatorships in some of the great European nations. A
most casual study of the situations existing in those coun-
tries immediately prior to the establishment of dictatorships
shows that in all instances a great percentage of the people
of those nations were forced to exist upon the most meager
material resources, and it was only after the people of those
nations felt that the then government held no hope for
their future betterment that dictatorships became possible.

Again, by permitting this large portion of our population
to live in such a restricted manner prevents us from the high
development of our own domestic production and distribution.

It is true that legislation of such far-reaching conse-
quences, when applied fo such a vast nation as ours, presents
great difficulties of administration. But since when have the
American people shrunk from daring to do new and difficult
things? It would be possible to recount innumerable cases
in which the genius, inventive mind, and capability of the
American people have accomplished what were considered
impossible tasks. .

Unemployment is not a modern phenomenon. It has been
known throughout the civilized world from the early days of
the human race. In ancient times the solution for unem-
ployment frequently consisted of the conquest of neighboring
tribes and countries and the subjugation and frequently the
extermination of their peoples, thus making room for coloni-
zation to be undertaken by the citizens of the conquering race.

During the Middle Ages the “bhlack death” swept over
European countries and killed a large proportion of their
working population. This resulted in a scarcity of labor
and for a long period solved the problems of unemployment.
In the United States there have been recurring periods when
unemployment was a grave problem. However, until recent
years the progressive conquest of our own frontier made pos-
sible the solution of this economic problem. With the recent
depression we experienced unemployment to a greater degree
than ever before in the Nation’s history. Because there is
no further American frontier to conquer the problem per-
sists, even though we have practically emerged from the
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depression and resumed a period of prosperity so far as in-
dustrial production and income are concerned. {

This problem is not confined fo our own country but is
of world-wide proportions. Most nations have undertaken
its solution through national planning and legislation. In
this country the enactment of N. R. A. was an emergency
attempt to solve unemployment: Fashionable as it has
recently been to malign and belittle the accomplishments
of N. R. A, I want to state, as one who was engaged in
active business management in 1933, that the wage and
hour provisions of that act were definitely responsible for
marking the turning point in our rapidly and spiralling un-
employment toward more general employment. I would not
for a moment intimate that I would desire to resume N. R. A.
with its vast complexities and innumerable business codes
as it existed after the voluble General Johnson got through
with it. I maintain that the American people’s estimate of
N. R. A. declined not on account of its wage and hour pro-
visions but because of the fact that business generally—
and big business specifically—wrote into the codes of fair
practice improper and unworkable business practices.

When we realize that millions of our citizens are still
unable to obtain regular employment and that other millions
are forced to take employment at shamefully low wages, we
must all agree that the need for some solution is definitely
evident. A large percentage of our people are forced to
exist upon such a low standard that denial of all but the
barest necessities is forced upon it. Selfish employers re-
fuse to recognize any social responsibility with respect to
those whose services they hire. Throughout my district I
can point to scores of establishments which employ people
at wages so low that the employees are unable to keep up
even a decent standard of self-respect. It is these millions
of American citizens who by the very nature of things are
practically inarticulate, for whom we as Members of Con-
gress must legislate. They have no high-priced legislative
representatives in Washington. They have no powerful
newspapers to speak for them, They have no opportunity to
describe their needs over the radio. They have no powerful
labor organizations through which they can speak with a
unified voice. But they are nevertheless part and parcel
of our economic and national existence. If we would pre-
serve the hopes and ideals of the Republic, as expressed by
our founding fathers in the Declaration of Independence
and the Constifution, we as legislators must concern our-
selves with their problems and find the solution.

More than anything else, to my mind, was the large vote
for President Roosevelt in 1932 and the much larger vote in
19386, an expression of the hopes and aspirations of these mil-
lions. Because this vote placed in power a national Demo-
cratic administration with an unprecedented party majority
in both Houses of the Congress, my party has a definite
responsibility to exert every effort and exhaust every avenue
toward establishment of a program which will lead to the
realization of the hopes of this great mass of our people.

In examining the last question involved it is admitted that
there exists a difference of opinion as to the results which are
hoped to be attained. But I think this difference of opinion
is represented by the economic philosophy of two distinct
schools of thought. Many of us have lived long enough to
experience times when the production and distribution of
goods—and consequently also price levels—stood at a high
figure. Then again we have lived through times when price
levels were at a low figure, with a consequent decline in pro-
duction and distribution. I believe that the vast majority of
our people prefer to live under the former conditions. Of
course, all of these benefits cannot be obtained for the people
in the low-income brackets without a rise in the cost of living.
But I refer again to the comparison between so-called good
times and poor times.

‘We should not be too much disturbed about the immediate
effects of such legislation upon any particular part of our
Nation. We must, of course, insist that the administration
of this proposed law shall be handled with a maximum of
understanding and consideration for the problems of all sec-
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tions of our counfry. If we can raise the standard of living
of millions of our people—and I consider it an absolute duty
of the Government to be concerned about this—we shall
increase the demands and requirements for goods so that all
sections of our country will be stimulated thereby, and I
believe we will hear very little about overproduction of basic
commodities after we have, through experience, learned how
to operate this new system wisely.

But I hear sincere opponents of this type of legislation
say, “It can’t be done; a program of such magnitude cannot
be undertaken by the United States Government.”

The troubles which have constantly beset the human race
throughout the ages have challenged the resourcefulness and
intelligence of the leaders of thought. Men whose names
stand out in history are not those who were timid and sub-
scribed to the “it can’t be done” theory. Benjamin Frank-
lin, starting with accidental experimentation, discovered
natural principles which have been converted into one of
the greatest servants that mankind has ever seen—the ap-
plication of electricity to human uses. We are today but
on the threshold of an era which will see a presently un-
believable increase in the scope of the use of electricity to
perform our labors which formerly needed manual applica-
tion. Robert Fulton, when he proposed to harness the steam
engine to ships, was ridiculed and laughed to scorn. Today,
Jjust slightly more than a century after his experiments, we
have great ocean liners with palatial appointments which
could not have been dreamed of several years ago. The
Wright brothers when they proposed to fiy a machine
heavier than air were considered slightly “balmy.” Their
experiments were made within the lifetime of almost every
Member of this House, and today we have large air liners
which fly across our continent practically overnight. Our
oceans are being spanned in regular passenger service.
Daring aviators have recently flown across the North Pole
from one continent to another. The Wright brothers—and
all their brave and courageous successors—never for a mo-
ment believed that “it couldn’t be done.”

The discovery and invention of the telegraph, the tele-
phone, and the wireless provide other outstanding examples
of the accomplishments possible when men have confidence
in their ability and courage to dare to do the unknown or
impossible.

Galileo, when he announced his theory of the orderly
scheme of the universe, was forced to recant and even then
lost his life for the courage of his belief. We enjoy in the
New World a free civilization because Columbus dared to
venture on a project which was considered foolhardy and
impossible by his more conservative contemporaries.

Oh, but I hear someone talking about the danger in
setting aside natural economic laws. I have for years
endeavored to find out just what the phrase “natural eco-
nomic laws” means. Through personal observation, I am
forced to conclude that many of our industrial overlords
who cry loudest on this point have always striven for their
own selfish benefit to erect laws that were neither natural
nor economic.

Mr. Speaker and Members of the House, the human race
has from its earliest days been busy setting aside so-called
natural economic laws. Almost every successful effort
which we have made to raise ourselves above and distin-
guish ourseives from the mere animal has been through the
promulgation of man-made laws which had for their pur-
pose the setting aside of natural economic laws.

We have debated today the new sugar bill, brought in by
the Committee on Agriculture to succeed the Jones-Costi-
gan law. The most serious difficulty with this bill has been
the necessity of trying to protect, so far as possible, all the
various interests which have & right to be considered in
writing its provisions through setting aside the ordinary
operation of natural economic laws. Our splendid efforts
on behalf of American agriculture represent another exam-
ple. The stupendous reclamation projects upon which we
have acted represent another. In fact, almost every day
since I entered Congress last January we have been engaged
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in discussing measures with which we desire to improve the
condition of our people through legislative interference with
natural economic laws.

Most of the arguments against the passage of wage and
hour legislation are familiar. They can be traced through
the CoNGRESSIONAL RERORD at every period when Congress
undertook to legislate for the betterment of labor conditions
and to lift the burden from the shoulders of the common
man, I say that the Government has a responsibility here
which it should not shirk. It is for us to set the example
which can be pointed to with pride by our people.

In 1892 Congress passed an 8-hour law with reference fo
Government construction. Several years ago Congress en-
acted the Bacon-Davis law requiring compliance with cer-
tain labor standards on the part of Government contractors,
and just last year the final passage of the Walsh-Healey
Act, setting up labor and wage standards for successful bid-
ders to supply Government materials brought out these same
shopworn arguments. I have been officially told that the
Walsh-Healey law is being applied with a minimum of
trouble and friction. All of the dire consequences which
were predicted if the act should pass have failed to ma~
terialize. The administration of the provisions of the act
require a relatively small appropriation, only $335,000 having
been provided for this fiscal year, and I believe the organi-
zation is not set up on nearly a large enough scale at present
to consume that amount.

Of course, I want the least possible delegation of power to
an administrative board. It is understood that the Labor
Committee of this House is bringing in a bill which it is
claimed will improve upon the bill passed by the Senate with
respect to these provisions. I also hear that safeguards are
included for the proper protection of collective bargaining
agreements.

Mr. Speaker and Members, I am not here to insist upon
a specific formula to be written into this bill. What I do
say—most emphatically—is that we should agree upon un-
derlying principles, and then work out a program based on
such principles with the greatest tolerance, respect, and
consideration for the fundamental needs of the various sec-
tions of our country and the various groups of our citizens
that are to be affected. Years ago I read a beautiful phrase
which I believe is familiar to most of you. It is, “Principles
unite men; programs divide them.” It is true that we, as a
Congress, cannot stop with the enunciation of principles.
We are also specifically charged with the necessity of work-
ing out programs. But I maintain that if we can agree upon
principles it will be far easier to work out programs. The
possibility of working out a satisfactory law for wages and
hours will be enhanced if we merge our individual opinions
fairly and frankly and give each to the other the benefit of
sincerity of purpose and high motive.

We hear much about who is for this plan or who is
against it. In the final analysis such statements can only
be used as guides to determine the greatest good for the
greatest number, I venture to state that the President of
the United States, when he tells us of the necessity for
such legislation, is speaking the wish of the American
people. Let us adopt this legislation, not only because he
asks us to; not because some labor leader asks us to; not
because some other labor leader asks us not to do so; not
because some industrialist inveighs against it; not for any
veason except that by which we come through the exercise
of our own intelligence and our sure knowledge that such a
measure will be a step in the right direction toward a solu-
tion of some of our economic ills brought about by wide
unemployment. [Applause.]

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr,
Drrrer] is also entitled to address the House for 15 minutes,
but the gentleman has informed the Chair that it is not
his purpose to exercise this privilege.

EXTENSION OF REMARES

Mr. BARRY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that

the gentleman from New York [Mr, LanzerTal, who spoke
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on the sugar bill in the Committee of the Whole, may be
permitted to include in his remarks some tables to which
he referred in the course of his address.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
genfleman from New York?

There was no objection.

ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION SIGNED

Mr. PARSONS, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, re=
ported that that committee had examined and found truly
enrolled a bill of the House of the following title, which was
thereupon signed by the Speaker:

H.R.7472. An act to provide revenue for the District of
Columbia, and for other purposes.

The SPEAKER announced his signature to enrolled bills
and a joint resolution of the Senate of the following titles:

S.191. An act for the relief of Orson Thomas;

S.449. An act for the relief of the estate of Charles Pratt;

8. 792. An act for the relief of Margaret Larson, a minor;

S.893. An act conferring jurisdiction upon the Court of
Claims of the United States to hear, determine, and render
judgment upon the claims of Jack Wade, Perry Shilton,
Louie Hess, Owen Busch, and William W. McGregor;

5.972. An act for the relief of Ethel Smith McDaniel;

S.1047. An act to authorize the city of Pierre, S. Dak., to
construct, equip, maintain, and operate on Farm Island,
8. Dak., certain amusement and recreational facilities; to
charge for the use thereof; and for other purposes;

S.1379. An act to authorize the Five Civilized Tribes, in
suits heretofore filed under their original Jurisdictional
Acts, to present claims to the United States Court of Claims
by amended petitions to conform to the evidence; and to
authorize said court to adjudicate such claims upon their
merits as though filed within the time limitation fixed in
said original Jurisdictional Acts;

S.1401. An act for the relief of Willard Collins;

S.1453. An act for the relief of Maude P. Gresham and
Agnes M. Driscoll;

8.1935. An act to authorize and direct the Comptroller
General of the United States to allow credit for all out-
standing disallowances and suspensions in the accounts of
disbursing officers or agents of the Government for pay-
ments made pursuant to certain adjustments and increases
in compensations of Government officers and employees;
and

8.J.Res. 171. Joint resolution relating to the employment
of personnel and expenditures made by the Charles Carroll
of Carrolliton Bicentenary Commission.

BILLS PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT

Mr. PARSONS, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills,
reported that that committee did on this day present to the
President, for his approval, bills of the House of the follow-
ing titles:

H.R.114. An act to provide for studies and plans for the
development of a hydroelectric power project at Cabinet
Gorge, on the Clark Fork of the Columbia River, for irriga-
tion pumping or other uses, and for other purposes; and

H.R.7373. An act to aid the several States in making, or
having made, certain toll bridges on the system of Federal-
aid highways free bridges, and for other purposes,

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. JONES. Mr, Speaker, I move that the House do now
adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 5 o’'clock and
52 minutes p. m.), under its previous order, the House
adjourned until tomorrow, Friday, August 6, 1937, at 11
o’clock a. m.

COMMITTEE HEARING
COMMITTEE ON MERCHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES
The Commiftee on Merchan{ Marine and Fisheries will
hold a public hearing in room 219, House Office Build-
ing, Washington, D. C., Tuesday, August 10, 1937, at 10 a. m.,
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of mortgages securing loans for the construction or recon-
ditioning of floating property used for commercial purposes.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive communications
were taken from the Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

778. A letter from the chairman, Joint Committee on Tax
Evasion and Avoidance, transmitting report of the Joint
Committee on Tax Evasion and Avoidance of the Congress
of the United States pursuant to Public Resolution No. 40,
Seventy-fifth Congress; to the Commitfee on Ways and
Means and ordered to be printed.

T79. A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting a
letter from the Chief of Engineers, United States Army,
dated August 4, 1937, submitting a report, together with ac-
companying papers on a preliminary examination of Ohio
River below Ironton, Ohio, with a view to the construction
of dam, authorized by the River and Harbor Act approved
August 30, 1835; to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIIT,

Mr, SABATH: Committee on Rules, House Resolution
300. Resolution providing for the consideration of H. R.
6963; without amendment (Rept. No. 1442). Referred to
the House Calendar.

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 287. Resolution authorizing the Committee on
the Judiciary to investigate various practices in the inferior
courts of the United States, and for other purposes; without
amendment (Rept. No. 1443). Referred to the House Cal-
endar.

Mr. GREENWOOD: Committee on Rules. House Resolu-
tion 301. Resolution providing for the consideration of H,
R. 8046; without amendment (Rept. No. 1444). Referred to
the House Calendar.

Mr. KELLER: Committee on the Library. H. R. 8136. A
bill authorizing retirement annuities for certain Librarians
of Congress; without amendment (Rept. No. 1445). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state
of the Union.

Mr. FERGUSON: Committee on Irrigation and Reclama-
tion. H. R. 3786. A bill providing for the allocation of net
revenues of the Shoshone power plant of the Shoshone
reclamation project in Wyoming; without amendment (Rept.
No. 1446). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House
on the state of the Union.

Mr. IGLESIAS: Committee ocn Agriculture. H. R. 7908.
A bill to extend the benefits of section 21 of the Bankhead-
Jones Act to Puerto Rico; without amendment (Rept. No.
1447). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on
the state of the Union.

Mr, MILLER: Commitiee on the Judiciary. S. 1375. An
act to provide for the punishment of persons transporting
stolen animals in interstate commerce, and for other pur-
poses; with amendment (Rept. No. 1448)., Referred to the
House Calendar.

Mr. SHEPPARD: Committee on Indian Affairs. H. R.
8026. A bill to authorize the Secretary of the Interior to
lease or sell certain lands of the Agua Caliente or Palm
Springs Reservation, Calif., for public airport use, and for
other purposes; with amendment (Rept. No. 1449). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of
the Union.

CHANGE OF REFERENCE

Under clause 2 of rule XXII, the Committee on Pensions
was discharged from the consideration of the bill (H. R.
574) granting a pension to Susan Melugin, and the same
was referred to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

on H. R. 8080, a bill to establish a fund for the insurance [

R S e e B Ve s e e (i o e S A e e

AuGuUsT b

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. COLMER: A bill (H. R. 8160) to provide for the
establishment and maintenance of a regional research labo-
ratory for the development of industrial uses for agricultural
products; the first unit to be devoted to the development of
industrial uses for cotton and cotton products; additional
units to be provided for the study of other crops as addi-
tional funds are provided; to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. COLLINS: A bill (H. R. 8161) to provide relief
for the American farmers for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1938; to the Commitiee on Appropriations,

By Mr. McGEHEE: A bill (H. R. 8162) to amend the act
of Congress approved June 17, 1870, entitled “An act to
establish a police court for the District of Columbia, and
for other purposes”; to the Committee on the District of
Columbia.

By Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania: A bill (H. R. 8163) to
reclassify the salaries of the foreman and requisition fillers
and packers in the Division of Equipment and Supplies of
the Post Office Department; to the Committee on the Post
Office and Post Roads.

By Mr. DUNCAN: A bill (H. R. 8164) to make available
each State which enacted in 1937 an approved unemploy-
ment-compensation law a portion of the proceeds from
the Federal employers’ tax in such State for the year 1936;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. ENGLEBRIGHT: A bill (H. R. 8165) to add cer-
tain lands to the Trinity National Forest, Calif.; to the
Committee on the Public Lands.

By Mr. HAVENNER: A bill (H. R. 8166) to authorize the
Secretary of the Navy to proceed with the construction of a
graving dock on San Francisco Bay, Calif.; to the Com-
mittee on Naval Affairs.

By Mr. RUTHERFORD: A bill (H. R. 8167) to extend the
times for commencing and completing the construction of
a bridge across the Delaware River between village of Bar-
ryville, N. Y., and the village of Shohola, Pa.; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. PHILLIPS: A bill (H. R. 8168) to amend the ju-
dicial code and provide for an additional district judge in
Cennecticut; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8169) to amend the judicial code and
provide for additional judicial facilities in Connecticut; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. McREYNOLDS: Joint resclution (H. J. Res. 481)
authorizing participation by the United States in the Eighth
International Road Congress, to be held at The Hague in
June 1938; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. COLLINS: A bill (H. R. 8170) for the relief of
the estate of Minerva (Nerva) May; to the Committee on
Claims.

By Mr. LUDLOW: A bill (H. R. 8171) granting an in-
crease of pension to Hannah Sims; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. O'BRIEN of Michigan: A bill (H. R. 8172) grant-
ing a pension to John W. Elben; to the Committee on Pen-
sions.

By Mr. WITHROW: A bill (H. R. 8173) for the relief of
Vera P. Clancy; to the Committee on Claims.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions and papers were
laid on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows:

3127. By Mr. CURLEY: Petition of the United Hospital
and Medical Workers of New York City, urging enactment
of Allen-Schwellenbach bill; to the Committee on Appropri-
ations.
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3128. Also, petition of the American Labor Party, Bronx,
New York City, urging passage of the Black-Connery bill; to
the Committee on Labor.

3129. Also, petition of the Artists Union of New York
City, urging enactment of the Allen-Schwellenbach bill; to
the Committee on Labor.

3130. By Mr. FITZPATRICK: Petilion of the Central
Trades and Labor Council of Greater New York City and
Vicinity, urging the passage of the Schwellenbach-Allen
resolution no. 440, providing for the reinstatement of all
workers dismissed from Works Progress Administration
projects; to the Committee on Appropriations.

3131. Also, petition of the American Labor Party of Bronx
County, New York City, N. Y., strongly urging the passage
of the Black-Connery wage and hour bill; to the Com-
mittee on Labor.

3132. By Mr, KEOGH: Petition of the Central Trade and
Labor Council of Greater New York and Vicinity, endors-
ing the Schwellenbach-Allen resolution; to the Committee
on Appropriations.

3133. Also, petition of the Educators Association, New
York City, concerning the Black-Connery Fair Labor Stand-
ards Act of 1937; to the Committee on Labor.

3134. Mr. MERRITT: Resolution of the Citizens League
Against Communism, Richmond Hill, N. Y., that a bill be
introduced requesting Congressional investigation into the
activities of the Communist Party and all its branches, to
determine how many persons hold membership in said
organizations, and who were granted the right of citizen-
ship by taking the oath of -allegiance to uphold the Con-
stitution of the United States, and any and all of said
persons, where it shall be determined holding membership
in said organizations has violated said oath of allegiance,
shall be deprived of the right of citizenship and therefore
should be deported as undesirable aliens; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

3135. Mr. O'NEILL of New Jersey: Petition of Journey-
men Barbers International Union, Local 296, Trenton, N. J.,
petitioning passage of Wagner-Steagall housing bill; to the
Committee on Banking and Currency.

3136: Mr. PFEIFER: Petition of the United Hospital and
Medical Workers, New York City, endorsing the Schwellen-
bach-Allen resolution; to the Committee on Appropriations.

3137. Also, petition of the Central Trades and Labor
Council of Greater New York and Vicinity, endorsing the
Schwellenbach-Allen joint resolutions (H. J. Res. 440 and
S. J. Res. 176) ; to the Committee on Appropriations.

3138. Also, petition of the Federation of Architects, Engi-
neers, Chemists, and Technicians, New York City, concern-
ing the Schwellenbach-Allen joint resolutions; to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations.

3139. Also, petition of the Educators’ Association, New
York City, concerning the Connery-Black wage and hour
bill; to the Committee on Labor. .

3140, Also, petition of the Washington Housing Associa-
tion, Washington, D. C., concerning the Wagner-Steagall
housing bill; to the Commitiee on Banking and Currency.

3141. Also petition of the Office of the Council of the City
of Cleveland, Ohio, concerning the Wagner-Steagall housing
bill; to the Committee on Banking and Currency.

3142, By the SPEAKER.: Petition of the Independent
Order of Odd Fellows, United Lodge No. 4, Colorado, con-
cerning social-security law and payment of taxes; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

SENATE

FRIDAY, AUGUST 6, 1937
(Legislative day of Thursday, July 22, 1937)
The Senate met at 11 o’clock a. m., on the expiration of
the recess. THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. BargrLEY, and by unanimous consent,
the reading of the Journal of the proceedings of the calendar

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

8349

day Thursday, August 5, 1937, was dispensed with, and the
Journal was approved.
MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE—ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT
RESOLUTION SIGNED

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr.
Meciny, one of its clerks, announced that the Speaker had
affixed his signature to the following enrolled bills and
joint resolution, and they were signed by the Vice President.

S.191. An act for the relief of Orson Thomas;

S.449. An act for the relief of the estate of Charles
Pratt;

8.792. An act for the relief of Margaret Larson, a minor;

S.893. An act conferring jurisdiction upon the Court of
Claims of the United States to hear, determine, and render
judegment upon the claims of Jack Wade, Perry Shilton,
Louie Hess, Owen Busch, and William W. McGregor;

S.972. An act for the relief of Ethel Smith McDaniel;

8.1047. An act to suthorize the city of Pierre, S. Dak., to
construct, equip, maintain, and operate on Farm Island,
8. Dak., certain amusement and recreational facilities; to
charge for the use thereof; and for other purposes;

8.1379. An act to authorize the Five Civilized Tribes, in
suits heretofore filed under their original jurisdictional
acts, to present claims to the United States Court of Claims
by amended petitions to conform to the evidence; and to
authorize said court to adjudicate such claims upon their
merits as though filed within the time limitation fixed in
said original jurisdictional acts;

S.1401. An act for the relief of Willard Collins;

5.1453. An act for the relief of Maude P. Gresham and
Agnes M. Driscoll;

5.1935. An act to authorize and direct the Comptroller
General of the United States to allow credit for all out-
standing disallowances and suspensions in the accounts of
disbursing officers or agents of the Government for pay-
ments made pursuant to certain adjustments and increases
in compensation of Government officers and employees;

H.R.T7472. An act to provide additional revenue for the
Distriet of Columbia, and for other purposes; and

S.J. Res. 171. Joint resolution relating to the employment
of personnel and expenditures made by the Charles Carroll
of Carrollton Bicentenary Commission.

CALL OF THE ROLL

Mr. LEWIS. It is apparent that we have not now a
quorum, and I suggest its absence, and ask for a roll call.
The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the roll.
The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Sen-

ators answered to their names:

Adams La Follette Radcliffe
Andrews Davis Lee Reynolds
Ashurst Dieterich Lewis Bchwarts
Austin Donsahey Lodge Bchwellenbach
Balley Ellender Logan Bheppard
Barkley Frazier Lonergan Shipstead
George Lundeen Bmith
Bilbo Gerry McAdoo Bteiwer
Black Gillette McCarran Thomas, Okla.
Bone Glass MeGiIl Thomas, Utah
Borah Green McEellar Townsend
Bridges Guffey McNary Truman
Brown, Mich. Hale Maloney Tydings
Brown, N. H. Harrison Minton Vandenberg
Bulkley Hatch Moore Van Nuys
Bulow Herring Murray ‘Wagner
Burke Hitchcock Neely Walsh
Byrd Holt Nye Wheeler
Byrnes Hughes O'Msahoney White
Capper Johnson, Calif, Overton
Chavez Johnson, Pepper
Clark King Pittman

Mr. LEWIS. I announce thai the Senator from Wis-
consin [Mr. Durry] and the Senator from Georgia [Mr.
RousseLr] are absent on official duty as members of the
committee to attend the dedication of the battle monuments
in France. .

I further announce that the Senator from Arkansas [Mrs.
Caraway] is unavoidably detained; that the Senator from
Idaho [Mr. Porel, and the Senator from New York [Mr,
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